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ABSTRACT

The present study was undertaken to examine several questions
ranging from simple, direct, detailed examination of juvenile probation
officer behavior in a county juvenile court system, to a more technical
question— Does this study provide additional validation of the Group
Assessment of Interpersonal Traits?

In addition, the study locks at

the relationship between probation officer's verbal behaviors and their
ratings of Therapist Talent.
Twelve juvenile probation officers (full-time and volunteer)
and their probationers agreed to have four individual sessions audio
recorded.

Randomly selected segments of these tapes were rated by two

sets of raters.

Their verbal behaviors were categorized and ratings on

Rogers' Therapist Talent dimensions of Empathy, Warmth, and Openness
were made.

Also, all the probation officers participated in an initial

interpersonal skills exercise developed by Goodman (1972)— The Group
Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT).
Frequency counts of the verbal behavior categories were made
and t orrelations between verbal behaviors and Therapist Talent ratings
were calculated.

The results indicated that the probation officers

provide a nonconfrontative, supportive, "friend" for the probationers
to relate to.

Even though direct correlations between GAIT verbal

behaviors and verbal behaviors during the sessions were almost

viii

nonexistent, some suggestions ter use of .he GAIT ;r. “he selection end
training of probation officers were proposed.

IX

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The psychotherapeutic process has been examined in depth and
several comprehensive reviews of this research have been written
(Gurman & Razin, 1977; Howard & Or'insky, 1972; Meltzoff R Kornreich,
19/0; Strupp & Bergin, 1969).

For the most part this research has been

conducted in traditional psychotherapeutic settings, i.e., university
counseling centers, psychiatric hospitals or other training facilities.
Due to political and methodological problems it has been difficult for
researchers to examine the therapeutic process in other nontraditional
types of settings.
The advent of the community psychology movement with its con
cerns for manpower (Albee, 1959) and its philosophy of "giving away"
(Dooley, 1973)

the psychotherapeutic process^as brought new emphasis

to nontraditional or "quasi" psyc'notheraueutic settings.

It is in

these types of settings that "process" research has been lacking.
One of these nontraditional, yet therapeutic, settings is the
juvenile probation setting.

Although much has beer, written about the

outcome of juvenile probation systems, very little, has been done to
study process variables in this type of setting.

A /ery large co

re

hens !ve study by Berger, Crowley, Gold, Gray and Arnold (1975) gave
only passing emphasis to their attempt to look at process.Stuart Adams
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(1974) in a U.S. Department of Justice publication entitled Evaluative
R*1search in Correc11ons:

A Practical Guide, did not outline ary proce

dures for studying process in a probation setting.

It was therefore

apparent that any empirical data on the therapy process as practiced in
a probabion setting would be valuable.

This lack of data about the

probation counseling process in general and the fact that no examina
tion of this type had taken place specifically in the Grand Forks
County Juvenile Court led to the following study.
Four basic procedures for examining the therapeutic process
within this juvenile probation setting were utilized.

(1) The Group

Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT) (Goodman, 1972), a group
exercise in dyadic interaction, was used as an initial assessment of
the probation officer's interpersonal styles.

Three basic interper

sonal traits (Empathy, Warmth, and Openness) have traditionally beer
found to be tied to "natural therapeutic talent" (Gurman & Razin, 1977;
Rogers, 1957; Truax & Carkhuff, 1967).

The GAIT allowed for an initial

assessment of these "talents" in the probation officers in order to
examine their relevant e to the probation process.

In addition, the

GAIT exercise provided an initial analysis of the verbal behaviors
engaged in by the probation officers.

These initial assessments

allowed comparison with actual in-session behaviors.

(2) In order to

obtain some basic data on the types of verbal behavior utilized in the
probation setting, tape recordings of actual probation sessions were
made.

Transcripts of these tapes were later analyzed using a method

initially developed by Whalen (1969) and expanded by Rappapcrt, Gross
and Lepper (1973).

(3) A systematic attempt was made to look at the
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probation officer’s and their probationer's perceptions of the rela
tionship.

The Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 1962) was

utilized for this purpose.

(4) To determine whether gross demographic

factors (Age, Sex, etc.) had an effect on the juvenile probation pro
cess, a short interview provided demographic data on the probation
officers and their probationers.

Therapist Characteristics

The theory, process, techniques, and outcomes of the practice
of psychotherapy have become the targets of numerous research efforts.
In order to provide some perspective on this research, several volumes
and review articles have been published (Bergin & Garfield, 1971; Claghorn, 1976; Gurman & Razin, 1977; Howard & Orlinsky, 1972; Meltzoff &
Kornreich, 1970; Strupp & Eergin, 1969).
Within this very broad and widening area of research, one prob
lem which has received extensive attention is that of defining the cuaracteristics of an ’'effective" therapist.
Rogers' work on client-centered therapy (Rogers, 1951) and his
formulation of the condicions necessary for therapeutic personality
change (Rogers, 1957) has been at the forefront cf this work.

He

defined three characteristics that were necessary in a therapist in
order for therapy to be effective:

Communicated authenticity (genuine

ness), Regard (warmth), and Empathy (understanding).

In addition to

Rogers' definition of these therapist characteristics, other authors
have offered various complete definitions (Mitchell, Bozarth * Krauft,
1977; Truax & Carkhuff, 1967; Truax & Mitchell,

1971).
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In a very recent review of the literature reporting investiga
tions of Rogers' hypothesized characte istics, Mitchell et ai. (1977)
offered the following brief definitions:
Accurate Empathy— the extent to which the therapist (1) is sen
sitive to the current feelings and thoughts of the helpee (both
those in and those out of awareness '
!, (2) has the ability to com
municate his understanding of his client's feelings and thinking,
and (3) has the ability to use language attuned to that of the
client.
Nonpossessive Warmth— the extent to which the therapist com
municates a nonevaluative caring and positive regard for the client
as a person, although not necessarily condoning his behavior.
Genuineness— the extent to which the therapist is not "defen
sive" or "phony" in his interactions with his client.
(p. 483)
The degree to which these therapist, characteristics are abso
lutely necessary for therapeutic change has been debated throughout the
psychotherapy literature.

One of the strongest statements in support

of Rogers' conditions is made by Truax and Mitchell (1971) in a sum
mary of the research through 1970.

They stated:

. . . therapists or counselors who are accurately empathic. nonpossessively warm in attitude and genuine are indeed effective.
Also, these findings seem to hold with a wide variety of thera
pists and counselors, regardless of their training or theoretic
orientation, and with a wide variety of clients or patients, includ
ing college underachievers, juvenile delinquents, hospitalized
schizophrenics, college counselees, mild to severe outpatient neu
rotics, and a mixed variety of hospitalized patients. Further, the
evidence suggests that these findings hold in a variety of thera
peutic contexts and in both individual and group psychotherapy or
counseling.
(p. 310)
While acknowledging Rogers' contribution, Meltzoff and Kornreich (1970) in a major review of the research in psychotherapy were
less enthusiastic.

They did acknowledge that congruence, empathic

understanding, and unconditional positive regard may lead to seifexploration.

They di^ not agree that this necessarily produces improve

ment in the patient.

Rather than acknowledging them as keystones to
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effective therapy, Meltzoff and Kornreich (1970) felt that these con
ditions held more promise for directing more exact analysis of process
variables.
Strupp (1976) discussed Rogers' conclusions but stipulated that
a client must experience the therapist's empathic understanding and
commitment as personally meaningful and authentic.

He viewed empathy

and commitments as necessary but not sufficient for therapeutic influ
ence.

He concluded that these characteristics were important, but

other skills were also necessary.
These statements by Meltzoff and Kornreich (1970) and Strupp
(1976) summarize the questions that are currently being directed toward
Rogers' hypothesized conditions.

Other major reviews (Gurman & Razin,

1977; Howard & Orlinsky, 1972; Strupp & Bergin, 1969) also address
these issues.

The inclusion of a discussion of Rogers' characteristics

in all of the recent major reviews of psychotherapy process research
points to the major impact his views have had on the practice of psychotheraphy and the teaching of psychotherapy skills (Matarazzo, 1971).

Content Analysis (C-A)

Since the beginning of the systematic study of psychotherapy,
one of the basic problems has been to obtain precise measurements.
Researchers have been interested not only in the precise measurement of
the t.ind of therapy experience but also of the intensity of that exper
ience.

One of the general methods utilized to accomplish this task has

been termed "Content Analysis (C-A)".

In 1952, Berelson defined

content-analysis as, "a method for studying the content of
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communication in an objective, systematic, and quantitative way" (p.
377).

C-A basically referred to any method for coding or categorizing

actual speech content.
Following Berelson's (1952) lead, Auld and Murray (1955) pro
posed that two new methods for overcoming some of the obstacles to
research on psychotherapy had been developed; (1) sound recording, and
(2) content analysis.

They felt that these two techniques had provided

a valuable tool for studying the therapy process and reviewed some 99
studies that had utilized the techniques up to that time.
Gottschalk's (1969, 1974) extensive work in the area of content
analysis provided much of the theoretical basis for qualifying and
quantifying psychological scales through the content analysis of speech.
He also outlined the problems and goals in content analysis and
reviewed various uses of C-A scales, i.e., measurement of change with
covert behavior conditioning, psychophanaacologic studies, psycho
somatic or psychophysiologic research and psychoanalysis.
Within his (Gottschalk, 1969) theoretical discussion he ^re
sented definitions of two types of content analysis.

Berelson (1952)

is credited with defining "Classical Content Analysis", and Marsden
(1965) is given credit for "Pragmatic Content Analysis".

According to

Gottschalk (1969), within this pragmatic model the content units are
coded into categories that describe some condition of the communicator
or the relationship between him/her and his/her communication.

In the

classical content analysis, the units are coded to categories descrip
tive of the content itself.
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In a later publication, Marsde . (1971) discussed these two
types of content analysis and added a third, nonquantitative.

Non-

quantitative was defined as a general category for a method that
attempted to find nouquantitative alternatives to the frequency
approach of the other models, specifically in terms of measuring the
intensity dimension.

Marsden (1971) extensively reviewed the studies

done from 1954 through 1968 which employed one of these three methods
of content analysis.

He concluded that "content analysis has proved

itself a tool particularly well suited to the study of psychotherapy .
. . when used with imagination and enterprise it is capable of produc
ing fruitful and exciting results" (p. 392).

Ej

oration of Rogers' Therapist
Traits Utilizing C-A

In 1967, Truax and Carkhuff published a book which established
a model for a great number of studies measuring Rogers' therapist
traits.

These studies are extensively reviewed in Truax and Carkhuff

(1967), Truax and Mitchell (1971), and most recently in Mitchell et al
(1977).

Not only did Truax and Carkhuff (1967) provide a working defi

nition of the three traits (accurate empathy, nonpossessive warmth and
genuineness), they also developed a model for rating them.
recordings of therapy sessions were rated by trained raters.
raters were trained independently on each scale.

Tape
These

During the training

they compared and discussed their ratings until a minimum level of
reliability was reached at which point they then rated randomly
selected segments from a sample of sessions.

This particular method
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was utilized in the original Wisconsin Schizophrenia Project (Truax &
Carkhuff, 1963) and has served as a model throughout the study of
therapist traits.
Another approach to measuring levels of these therapist traits
has been to assess the patient's perception of the therapeutic rela
tionship.

In a recent review of studies utilizing this particular per

spective, Gurman (1977) concludes that all but a very small number of
studies in this area have utilized an instrument developed by BarrettLennard (1962) called the Relationship Inventory (RI).

Five variables

were initially devised to be assessed by this questionnaire:

R - Level

of Regard; E - Empathic Understanding; C - Congruence; U - Uncondition
ality of Regard; and W - Willingness to be Known.

Two of the variables,

empathic understanding and congruence of the therapist, corresponded in
essence to the meanings given by Rogers.
The most recent and most comprehensive review of research util
izing the RI has been published by Gurman (1977).

Gurman reports that

the stability of the RI has been assessed in 14 studies of internal re
liability and in 10 studies of test-retest reliability.

The mean

internal reliability coefficients across these studies as reported hv
Gurman (1977) were:

E, .84; R, .91; U, .74; C, .88; Tot, .91.

(1977) also reported mean test-retest correlations of:

Gurman

E, .83; R, .83;

U, .80; C, .85; Tot, .90, and he concluded that perceptions of thera
pists by their patients appeared highly stable over time.

In addition

to these reports of reliability, Gurman's (1977) review presented a
very complete examination of the RI with regard to its use in assessing
the patient's perception of the therapist.
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Several authors have utilized one or the other of these models
for rating levels of therapist traits and paired it with a particular
method of content analysis.

This was done in order to address the

question of the relationship between therapist traits and different
aspects of the verbal content of the therapist's language (Berenson,
Mitchell & Laney, 1968; Berenson, Mitchell & Moravec, 1968; Dooley,
1973, 1975; Franco, Martindale, Kulberg, Beutler & Razin, 1976; Hayden,
1975; Schag, Loo & Levin, 1978; Wenegrat, 1974).
Wenegrat's (1974) work compared ratings of accurate empathy
with 22 measures of syntactic and semantic aspects of the verbaliza
tions of 12 therapists (i.e., number of statements, number of words and
questions concerning client's emotions).

Correlations and factor anal

yses were computed and the results revealed that the empathy scale was
highly related to the number and proportion of responses in which the
therapist made a specific statement about the client's emotions.
Empathy was negatively related to procedural statements and questions
about facts.
Berenson, Mitchell and Laney (1968) and Berenson, Mitchell and
Moravec (1968) defined five types of confrontation used by therapists.
These five types were then related to ratings of the therapist’s levels
of therapist traits.

Those therapists who received high ratings on the

therapist trait dimensions were found to confront their patients more
frequently and pointed out discrepancies in the patients' statements
and inner experiencing of themselves.

Therapists rated lower focused

significantly more on the clients' liabilities and confronted them with
their weaknesses.
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In a study published in 1975, Hayden found that empathy, wa.~Li>,
and genuineness were again positively related to the degree to whic :
the therapist pointed cut discrepancies in the patient's statements and
inner experiencing of themselves.

Hayden (1975) also found that high

levels of empathy were related to a high frequency of a therapist's
inner focus.

Inner focus defined as a therapist's focus cn the indi

vidual quality of a patient's feeling or thought rather than on label
ing it as an object and dealing with objective and external experience
(Franco et al., 1976).
Dooley (1973) tised a content analysis system in an attempt to
link such variables as empathy and warmth to specific verbal behaviors.
A six mode system of analyzing verbal behavior (Goodman, 1972) was
utilized.

The behaviors rated included advisement, disclosure, inter

pretations, question, reflection, and silence.

Dooley (1973, 1975)

correlated ratings on the therapist traits with the use of these verbal
response modes.

Although Dooley (1973) did not find any significant

correlations between the six response modes and the three therapist
traits, he did find significant correlations with another variable—
Best Counselor.

The Best Counselor variable positively correlated with

the response mode question, but negatively with silence.

He (Dooley,

1973) also found that peer raters gave the best marks (for therapist
traits) to those who were verbally active in the therapist role.

NVo-

feeling questions were negatively rated by these peer raters.
Although Dooley (1973, 1975) did not report any major findings
concerr<ng the response node— Self Disclosure, he did pos- some ques
tions regarding this particular response.

He (Dooley, 1971' found

u
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the disclosure, response was used infrequently by the subjects in .".is
study.

But because he felt that this was an important dimension he

presented some of the work of earlier research
disclosure.

Past researchers who have inves

what was defined as a "dyadic" effect (Cozh

i in the area of self
ited this response found
1973; Spiritas & Holmes.

1971; Tognoli, 1969; Worthy, Gary & Kahn, 1969).

This effect can be

fairly simply defined as an increase in therapist self disclosure be
gets an increase in the level of patient disclosure.

Researchers nave

also confirmed the hypothesis that the intimacy of a therapist's dis
closures have a curvilinear effect

he person's "liking" for the dis-

closer (Cozby, 1973; Tognoli, 1969).
that there is an optimum or appr
self disclosure may detract fr

From this research it appears

late level of intimacy beyond which
he therapy situation.

Cozby (1973)

and Strassbergm Robach, D ’Antonio and Gabel (1977) provide recent and
extensive reviews of the work on the response mode— self disclosure.
Following this work by Dooley (1973, 1975), Schag et al. (1978)
took measures of therapist traits (Empathy, Acceptance) and correlated
them with a behavioral response mode system.

Empathy was correlated

with reflecting feelings and advice giving questions and negatively
correlated with dysfunctional questions and silence.

Acceptance was

correlated with nonverbal attending behavior and negatively correlated
with dysfunctional questions.

In a separate rating "therapists" who

were rated high on a "Potential for Clinical Effectiveness" scale made
statements about or asked questions pertaining to the "client's" feel
ings,

isked advice giving questions,

tended to have infrequent silences

am. did not ask dysfunctional, questions.

Franco et al. (1976) utilized a computerized dictionary content
analytic method in an attempt to establish, in specific verbal terms,
the constructs of therapist eiapathy, warmth and genuineness.

This

study included ten therapists with neurotic and schizophrenic clients.
They found that therapists rated high on the therapist traits used more
words indicative of positive emotions and fewer words c nce.rning insti
tutional roles, status and contexts.

Contrary to their hypothesis they

found that focusing on the patients* fears and negative feelings about
themselves were positively related to higher levels of therapist traits.
In summary, content analytic studies have produced a partial
picture of what types of verbal behaviors are often related to higher
levels of therapist traits or perceived therapeutic effectiveness.
Therapists whose statements concerned the patients’ feelings and emo
tions as opposed to those who focused on external events were thought
to have higher levels of empathy, acceptance, and genuineness (Berenson, Mitchell & Laney, 1968; Berenson, Mitchell & Moravec, 1968; Franco
et al., 1976; Hayden, 1975; Scnag et al., 1978; Wenegrat, 1974).
Silences were negatively correlated with high levels of therapist
traits (Schag et al., 1978) and negatively correlated with ''Best Coun
selor" ratings (Dooley, 1973).

Self disclosure responses have an opti

mum level of intimacy (Cozby, 1973; Strassberg et al., 1977; Tognol. i,
1969).

Mental Health Service Providers— Nonprofessionals

In 1959, Albee published a study which explored the issue of
manpower needs in the mental health field.

His study concerned mainly
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the supply of mental health workers such as psychiatrists, psvchole
gists, psychiatric nurses and psychiatric social workers.

Albee's

(1959) work projected that there were and would continue to be .great
shortages of mental health care professionals.

With the increased

demand by agencies such as schools, courts and prisons for mental
health services it is expected that this shortage will continue.
One approach to meeting our needs for mental health services
has been the use of nonprofessional volunteers (Cowen, Gardner * Zax,
1967; Guerney, 1969; Rappaport, 1977; Sobey, 1970).

In addition to

presenting further evidence supporting the manpower shortage rationale
for the use of nonprofessionais as agents of direct service, Rappaport
(1977) reviews studies that propose three o'.ner reasons for this
approach;
approaches;

(1) the clinical ineffectiveness of traditional treatment
(2) conceptual errors in our approach to problems in

living; and (3) an inability to make contact with large numbers of
potential target groups.
With the growing use of nonprofessionals and the continued need
for more, a redefinition of the professional mental health workers role
has also been proposed.

Dooley (1973) cited the need for mental health

professionals to "give away" their knowledge of psychotherapy.

He

(Dooley, 1973) stated that the role of the professional should be that
of teacher.

Cowen (1973) and Cowen, Chinsky and Rappaport (1973)

called for the professional to shift his role to one of "mental health
quarterback" in which a professional supervises a number of nonprofes
sionals as direct service workers.

It is assumed that these role shift.

would allow mental health services to reach more people.
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The effectiveness of nonprofessional mental health >:ackers has
been questioned and analyzed by growing numbers of researchers.

Sobev

(1970), Guerney (1969). and Rappaport (1977) all provide cornerehensive
reviews of the work in this area.

Sobev (1970) believes that nonpro

fessional programs are justified not only by the manpower needs but also
by claims of effectiveness.

Rappaport (1977) concludes that "hard-nose"

empirical data regarding the effectiveness of i anprofessionals is rela
tively scarce.

But he also contends that the same conclusion could be

drawn from a review of professionals working with similar populations.
While these reviews provide data on both sides of the effectiveness
question the manpower push alone provides the rationale for the contin
ued exploration of this source for mental health services.

Juvenile Probation

One particular arena of human service delivery in which non
professional volunteers have become an increasing resource has been
juvenile probation.

The volunteers in probation movement began in 1960

under the leadership of Judge Keith J. Leenhouts in Royal Oaf, Michigan.
Judge Leenhouts was concerned with the numbers of troubled young people
that were being brought before his court.

He felt that there was a

need for a mature, stable adult to work with these young people and
there was not enough professional support to provide, this contact.
Judge Leenhouts started a program of nonprofessional volunteers in
Royal Oak and later expanded this to a national program to promote the
use of volunteers in probation.

]
In 1975 a major research study by Berger, Crowd tv, Gold, Gru\
and Arnold entitled Experiment in a Juvenile Court:_A Study o f a Program of Volunteers Working with Juvenile Probationers was pub1is 1aed.
The purposes and goals of this study were quite extensive.

A list ■:>:

the theoretical and practical goals of this study are listed below
Berger et al., 1975):
A. To evaluate the effect of a volunteer program on the
delinquency of probationers.
B. To examine the relationship between degree of mutual under
standing in the volunteer relationship and effectiveness of that
relationship.
C. To evaluate the differential effect of interpersonal an,:
role relationships between volunteers and probationers on the
delinquent behavior of probationers.
D. To examine the effect of identification with volunteers on
delinquent behavior.
E. To examine the relationship between changes in self-esteem
and changes in delinquent behavior.
F. To examine the relationship between changes in sex-role
definitions and changes in delinquency.
G. To investigate changes in scholastic performance, atti
tudes, and plans and changes in delinquent behavior.
H. To observe changes in parent-adolescent relationships and
changes in delinquent behavior.
I. To observe changes in probationer-friends relationships,
the delinquency of probationers' friends and changes in proba
tioners' delinquent behavior.
(pp. II-2 - 11-11)
Subjects in this study included 94 adolescents who consented to
the study and who were, observed over a full six months.

In addition 96

volunteers who actually worked with these probationers participated in
the study.

The length of time that a volunteer and a probationer had

been meeting and the regularity of their contact varied across pairs.
Two-thirds of the volunteers reported a weekly get-together, about
fourth of them were meeting more often and 10% met less often.

ne-

When

the volunteers were asked what they and their probationers did together,
talking together was one of their more frequent responses.
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As noted previously, one of the goals of this study (Berger et
al., 1975) was "To examine the relationship between degree of mutual
understanding in the volunteer-probationer relationship and effective
ness of that relationship" (p. II-3).

One research method emplove: to

meet this goal was theoretically based on Rogers (1957) and expanded by
Truax and Carkhuff (1967).

Recorded transcripts of volunteer-

probationer conversations were rated by two trained raters.
teers were given ratings on Empathy and Warmth.

The volun

Truax and Carkhuff

(1967) reported the following average ratings for lay student and
experienced therapists (based on a five point scale).

Table 1
Truax and Carkhuff (1967) Average Ratings

Lay________ Students______ Exper fenced
Empathy

2.51

2.82

2.87

Warmth

2.82

3.05

3.16

(p. 226)

Berger et al. (1975) reported average ratings for their volunteers of
1.2 on Empathy and 2.2 on Warmth.

The volunteers in this study were

rated as somewhat less warm and empathic than the comparable groups in
the Truax and Carkhuff (1967) work.
For purposes of their study (Berger et al., 1975; the scores
for Eimpathv and Warmth were combined into one ird •this index to self-reported frequency of delinquent acts they ‘
were .ib;e
to make the following conclusion:

"Observed empathy and warmth d :

have some effect on frequency of delinquent behavior but

l

Is is cuite
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weak and the differences over time are not reliable enough to ..'low us
to draw any confident conclusions" (p. V-21).
A second study which in part attempted to explore the relation
ships between successful volunteers and probationers was published by
Moore and Levine (1974).

In this report they made an effort to define

a model volunteer probation counselor.

Subjects were 57 male volunteer

probation counselors who were assigned to male offenders for a period
of one year.

From this pool of 57, 42 subjects were identified as suc

cessful volunteer probation counselors.
utilized to obtain a model:

Four sources of data were then

(1) interview, (2) court records, f3) pro

bation staff ratings, and (4) personality tests.
One particular result of this data was the construction of a
typical profile on the California Personality Inventory.

This profile,

was given to a clinical psychologist for interpretation and the most
salient features of this psychological report are quoted below (Moore
& Levine, 1974).
The overall profile was somethat above average on most of the
scales.
The person can be described as enterprising, verbally
fluent and persuasive, self-confident, dependable, tolerant, and
accepting of others, independent in thought, sensitive to the
needs and wishes of other, flexible in thought and willing to
accept new and different ideas.
(p. 10)
Although other reports have attempted to look at the issues of
selection and training (Keiley & Kennedy, 1973; Silk, 1972; Solomon 4
Horenstein, 1974) and effectiveness (Barer., Feeney 1 .iionuor.,
j

a rius _ a u S c Wm. .

,

j.

,

.nun, Rap p

..

7 3;

uav iu.--un, iv .

professionals as counselors in juvenile probation settings only two
mentioned previously (Berger et al., 1975; Muore & Levine, 197-
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attempted to look at the relationship between the counselor and his/her
probationer.

Group Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT)

A device for selecting nonprofessionals to act as mental health
workers was developed by Goodman (1972).

He called the technique the

Group Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT).

He believed that this

technique met the criteria for a useful selection device, i.e., rela
tively efficient, inexpensive, reliable and predictive of success.
Rappaport (1977) provides a succinct description of the technique:
The GAIT is a small-group situation in which five to eight volun
teers may participate at one time in a session lasting approxi
mately one hour. Each group member is asked to tell the group
something about his or her personal life. One person is asked to
reveal an interpersonal problem, and one person is asked to try to
understand that problem, during a four-minute interaction. After
the first interaction the next person presents his or her problem
to a different understander, and so on until everyone in the group
has performed both tasks once. Observation of performance on these
tasks yields a behavioral measure of each nonprofessional's social
skills in a therapeutic-like situation, and ratings of performance
can be used as a selection device.
(p. 385)
The GAIT was originally developed (Goodman, 1972) with regard
to Rogers' therapist traits.

Procedures lot rating individuals on the

dimensions of empathy, warmth and openness were provided by Goodman
(1972) and expanded by Dooley (1973).
In his 1973 study Dooley administered the GAIT to 111 subjects.
The purpose of his study was to explore the effects of audio tape
response mode instructions on subsequent verbal behavior and "thera
peutic talent" ratings.

Half of Dooley's (1973) subjects received 45

minute audio tape instructions on the use of the "Reflection" response
mode and the other half did not receive any instructions.

After these
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Instructions were given all S's participated in a five minute dyadic
GAIT interaction.

These GAIT sessions were audio taped.

Two groups of raters evaluated these taped GAIT sessions.

One

group of raters categorized actual verbal responses of each subject
playing the understander role.

Another group of raters evaluated the

therapeutic talent variables of openness in the discloser role and
warmth and empathy for each subject in the understander role.

Further

more, peer ratings for the therapist trait variables were made.
Dooley’s (1973) results supported his hypothesis that there
would be a training main effect.

He found a significant increase in

the use of the reflection response by the experimental group.

He also

reported an impact of the reflection training on ratings of empathy and
warmth.

Subjects who were trained to emit more reflection responses

had significantly higher empathy ratings than controls when rated by
their peers.

When rated by the expert raters experimental men (n = 9)

were rated significantly higher on empathy and warmth than control men
(n = 8), but expert ratings did not differ for experimental and control
women.
In addition to providing these specific results, Dooley (1973)
presented more support for the overall reliability of the GAIT as a
useful technique.

He reviewed past research (Goodman, 1972; Rappaport,

Chinsky & Cowen, 1971) with regard to reliability and presented the
following ne\

ata regarding t<_;-,

peer ratings:

Understand (Empathy) = .73, Accept-Warm = .64, Openness

= .66 (all three p < .001).

.

>u coiivn.ions (n - ,ij between

He (Dooley, 1973) concluded "Research with

the GAIT suggests that this instrument possesses both adequate
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reliability and promising validity.

The GAIT as a controlled situation

seems to elicit samples of significantly revealing interpersonal
behavior" (p. 37).
In a follow-up study (Dooley, 1975) the GAIT was explored as a
selection device for nonprofessional counselor trainees.

One hundred

and thirty-six subjects took the GAIT and completed some written forms.
Dooley (1975) described the modal S in this study as the "mature house
wife seeking a post family-rearing second career as a paraprofessional
counselor" (p. 374).

Each S was rated on the GAIT variables of

Empathy, Acceptance, and Openness by their peers in the group situation
and by three trained raters.

Average Spearman-Brown corrected relia

bilities for the three trained raters = .66.

Based on this data, Dooley

(1975) was able to report several results pertaining to the differences
between the trained raters and peer ratings.
(1) Empathy and Acceptance were s1
' f f i -an’ v and positively
related for boui peer (r = .75) and trained GAIT raters
(r = .69, n = 130 £ < .001).
(2) Openness was significantly related to Empathy and Acceptance
for peer raters (r = .30 for both, j> < .001) but not for
trained raters (r = .01 and .02 respectively).
(3) Peer and trained GAIT ratings were positively correlated.
Peer ratings were significantly related to trained ratings for
each variable (r = .45 for Empathy,

.50 for Openness and for

Acceptance) .
Another variable labeled as counselor readiness was also com
pared to the GAIT variables (Dooley, 1975).

Of particular note with
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regard to this variable is the fact that only GAIT Empathy (trained
raters) correlated with the nine-month follow-up ratings of counseling
readiness.

In addition, Dooley (1975) explored in detail the differ

ences in peer and trained ratings and proposed several explanations for
the differences.
Rappaport et al. (1971) conducted a large scale investigation
into the use of college students as group leaders in a mental hospital.
They found that GAIT ratings of Acceptance-Warmth and EmpathicUnderstanding were moderately predictive of patients' Improved Mood,
Ward-Coon,

ition, and Total Adjustment.

Moreover, eight different

..andardized tests of the students' attitudes and personalities were
not found to correlate with any patient outcome measures.

Chinsky and

Rappaport (1971) reported these results in another context and also
„
.£
■
reported the following reliabilities for the GAIT:
. . . ratings for each participant were randomly divided into two
groups of three and four each. Split-half reliability coefficients
(corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula) for the student ratings
were .70 for understanding, .56 for openness, and .41 for
accepting-warmth. GAIT ratings of the 3 observers were converted
to z scores and averaged. The average r_ of the 3 observers for the
understanding dimension was .49, .42 for openness, and .64 for
accepting-warmth.
Intercorrelations assessing agreement between
students and observers were .32 for understanding, .49 for open
ness, and .53 for accepting-warmth.
(p. 401)
Chinsky and Rappaport (1971) concluded that the GAIT appeared to be a
useful tool for the assessment of nonprofessional therapeutic talent.
A comparison of the GAIT ratings from three viewpoints (1)
trained external raters; (2) participating peers; and (3) self-ratings
was conducted by D'Augelli (1973a).

D'Augelli's (1973a) 168 S's were

rated cn eight scales, three of which were empathic understanding,

honest-emotionalIv open, and warm-patient-acceptinp

,eiow are the

interrater reliabilities on the GAIT for the tru ued raters and the
peer ratings.

Table 2
D'Augelli's (1973a) Interrater Reliabilities

Variable

Peer r's

Trained rater's r's

Understanding

.57

.78

Honest

.56

.69

Warm

.66

.64

In addition to providing more support for the reliability of
the GAIT, D'Augelli (1973a) found that overall, the ratings by trained
raters were the most productive.

He argues for the superiority of

observer ratings over self ratings for assessing interpersonal skills.
Another study reported by D'Augelli (1973b) utilized the GAIT
to structure group composition.

Initially, 138 subjects participated

in GAIT sessions at which time they were rated on empathic understand
ing, emotional honesty-openness and warmth-acceptance.

These subjects

were then divided into high therapeutic talent and low therapeutic
talent pools.

Homogeneous high therapeutic talent groups and low ther

apeutic talent groups were formed.

The groups then met in a two hour

"sensitivity" group setting after which they rated each others'
behavior.
D'Augelli's (1973b) results again supported the- rel tar ill ty of
the GAIT with interrater reliabilities of r - .78 for empathi.:

understanding, r = ,69 for emotional honesty—openness, and r = .64 for
warmth-acceptance.

Furthermore, subjects rated high in GAIT thera

peutic talent were seen by peers as more empathic, more open and more
accepting.

He (D'Augelli, 1973b) also found that high therapeutic

talent subjects viewed their groups as significantly mere cohesive than
low therapeutic talent subjects.
Utilizing a design similar to D'Augelli's (1973b). D ’Augelli
and Chinsky (1974) explored the effects of level of interpersonal skill
and pretraining on performance in a sensitivity group.

They found LhaL

subjects rated by observers as high in GAIT therapeutic talent variables
engaged in more personal discussion than low therapeutic talent groups.
They also reported a main effect for pretraining.

For high therapeutic

talent subjects cognitive pretraining was more effective than practice
or control conditions.
Schag et al. (1978) videotaped GAIT performances by 40 under
graduate psychology majors.

These tapes were rated by peers and profes

sional clinical psychologists.

In addition to GAIT measures for Open

ness, Empathy and Acceptance, measures of Outgoingness, Potential for
Clinical Effectiveness and Insight into the Client's Problem were taken.
These measures were then correlated with a content analysis measure
that rated the subjects' use of specific: response modes, i.e., Non
verbal Attending Behavior, Questions, Statements, Self Disclosure and
the Use of Silence.

Empathy was correlated with reflecting feelings

and advice-giving questions and negatively correlated with dysfunc
tional questions and silence.

Acceptance was correlated with nonverbal

attending behavior and negatively correlated with dysfunctional

questions.

The author-- (Schag et al., 1973) made the following sum

mary statement of their findings, ''An tinder stand ar who was rated high
on Potential for Clinical Effectiveness was active, mace statements
about or asked questions pertaining to the Discloser’s feelings, asked
advice-giving questions, tended to have infrequent silences during the
interaction and did not ask digressive or dysfunctional questions"
(p. 47).
Other studies (Lindquist & Rappaport, 1973; Rappaport, Gross i<
Lepper, 1973) have used the GAIT structure for analyzing other vari
ables while not rating the Therapist Talent variables.

Lindquist and

Rappaport (1973) studied the effect that trained peer models would have
on group members.

They (Lindquist & Rappaport, 1973) found that when

peer models acted as poor performers the rest of the group showed less
interpersonal effectiveness, but the group’s performance was not
enhanced when models acted as good performers.

They thus labeled the

GAIT as a conservative screening device.
Modeling, sensitivity training and instructions were manipu
lated by Rappaport et al. (1973) in an attempt to alter GAIT perfor
mance.

These researchers found that brief instructions presented on

tape or in written form were as effective as modeling or sensitivity
training in eliciting personal discussion during the GAIT.

For pur

poses of their study they used a 19 category system of rating verbal
oehavior developed by UThalen (1969).

Statements made curing the GAIT

sessions were assigned to one of these 19 categories.

Whether used l

rate Therapist Talent or to analyze other aspects of interpersonal
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behavior the Group Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT) appears :o
be an expanding means for empirically assessing interpersonal behavior.

Statement of the ?.'ob3 em

This study was designed to examine several issues.

The ques

tions involved range from simple, direct, detailed examination of
juvenile probation officer behavior in a small county juvenile court
system, to the more technical question— Does this study provide addi
tional validation of the Group Assessment of Interpersonal Traits
developed by Goodman (1972)?

More specifically the different questions

addressed were as follows:
1.

What are the predominant verbal behaviors engaged in by rmoba-

*-ion officers in this juvenile probation setting?
2

Are the predominant verbal behaviors engaged in during the GAIT

exercise predictive of the predominant verbal behaviors engaged in
during the actual probation (counseling) sessions?
3.

What is the relationship between probation officers' ratings on

the Therapist Talent variables and the particular verbal behaviors
engaged in by the PC's during the exercise?
4.

What is the relationship between probation officers' ratings on

the Therapist Talent variables (Empathy, Openness and Wa*mth) as
assessed by the GAIT technique and rated during the sessions and the
ratings they receive from their probationers on the Barret-Lennard
Relationship Inventory?
5.

Are variables such as experience, age, sex cr other demographic

variables predictive of particular verbal behavior styles or Therapist
Talent ratings?

CHAPTER II

METHOD
Subj ects
Twelve staff members of the Grand Forks County Juvenile Court
that serve in a probation officer role were the primary subjects of
this study.

This staff consisted of three professional full-time pro

bation officers and nine nonprofessional (volunteer) probation officers.
Demographic data pertinent to these subjects is presented in Table 3.
Participation in this research project was entirely voluntary.

In

addition to the probation officers, twelve of their probationers con
sented to participate in the study.
was also entirely voluntary.

Participation by these probationers

Demographic characteristics of the proba

tioners are. presented in Table 4.

The P O ’s and their probationers

agreed to have some of their probation sessions recorded, to fill out a
questionnaire and to be interviewed briefly by the researcher.

Consent-

forms (Appendix A) were signed by the probationers, and their parents
or guardian and a witness.

Prior contact between the probation offi

cers and their probationers varied from no contact before, the start of
the project to several months' contact.

Measures
Group Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT ) .

The Group

Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (Goodman, 1972) technique was
selected as an initial assessment of all the PO's on the dimensions of
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Table 3
Demographic Data - Probation Officers

Ag£_
21-25
26-30
31-35
35-40

6
1
3
7

Sex
Female
Male

5

Years Involved with Juvenile Probation
0 - 1
1-2
2 - 3
3+

1
4
5
2

Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced

6
5
1

Occupation
Student
Probation Office1"
Managerial
Editor
Engineer

5
3
2
i

Education
2 yrs of college
Bachelors degree
Post graduate

2
7
3

Table 4
Demographic Data - Probationers

Age
12-14
15-17

6
6

Sex
Male
Female

7
5

Last Completed Grade in School
6th
7th
9th
10th
11th

1
4
5
1
1

Living Arrangement__
Natural Parents
Single Parent (mother)
Adoptive Parents
Grandparents
Foster Parents
Single Parent (father)

5
3
1
1
1
1

Number Previous Contacts with Juvenile Court
0
1
2
3

4
2
3
2

9

1

Present Offense
Absenting from home
Truancy
Open Container
Shoplifting
Simple Assault
Theft
Auto Theft

5
1
1
1
1
1
1

Acceptance-Warmth, Openness and Empathlc Understanding.

This tec hr. !qu

allowed tor rating of each PO on these three dimensions by a group ot
their peers as well as three trained observers.

Tn addition other

trained raters were able to do a verbal behavior analysis of the pro
bation officer's performance during the GAIT sessions.

Verbal Behavior Analysis.

Using a framework first developed b

Whalen (1969) and later expanded by Rappaport et al. (1973) a verbal
behavior analysis was made of each of the GAIT sessions as well as the
actual probation sessions.

Using this method and a training manual

developed by Sherman, Berck and Redd (1973) (Appendix B), raters were
able to get verbal behavior counts (frequencies) for each PO on nine
teen categories of verbal communication (listed below).
Statements
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6,
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Personal Self-Disclosure
Immediate Feelings
Positive Feedback
Regative Feedback
Neutral Feedback
Accepts Feedback
Rejects Feedback
Impersonal Self-Disclosure
Impersonal Disclosure
Agreement
Disagreement

luests for Information
12.
13.
14.

Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions
Requests for Feedback.

Descriptive Aspects of Communicative Speech
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Session Process
Unscorable Utterances
Laughter
Silence
Interruption
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This system was selected because of the high degree of reli
ability demonstrated in previous research.
port et al.

Previous studies by Kappa-

(1973) and Whalen arid Flowers (1977) have shown this system

to be highly reliable.

Rappaport et al. (1973) found that the reli

ability coefficients for any given category across more than 3,300
individual statement units were all .95 or better.

Whalen and Flowers

(1977) reported that the interjudge reliability coefficients ranged
between .75 and 1.00 with 75% of these coefficients exceeding .85.

Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory.

Developed by Barrett-

Lennard (1962) the Relationship Inventory provided scores on the fol
lowing dimensions:

Level of Regard, Empathic Understanding, Congru

ence, Unconditionality of Regard and Willingness to be Known.

Each

probation officer completed the inventory which provided ratings for
himself or herself.

Each probationer also completed the inventory;

rating their probation officer.

A copy of the inventory as given to

the probationer is presented in Appendix C.

The two probationer forms

differed only in the gender of the third person pronouns.

The PC's

forms differed from the probationers forms in that the positions of the
first person and third person pronouns were reversed.

Demographic Interview.

Each probationer and probation officer

participated privately in a brief interview designed to gather informa
tion on demographic variables (information presented in Table

and a)

They were also asked questions regarding their perceptions of the
research process.

For example, "Did the recording equipment, interfere

with the probation session?

To what degree did it interfere?"

At. the

31
time of the interview the probationers were asked to complete a ques
tionnaire regarding how they perceived the role, of their probation
officer.

A copy of this questionnaire is Appendix D.

Procedure

Two professional probation officers associated with the Grand
Forks County Juvenile Court were initially approached regarding
research in the area of juvenile probation.

After receiving their sup

port and encouragement a more formal proposal for the study was pre
sented to the entire probation staff (3 professional probation officers
and 10 nonprofessional volunteer probation officers).
all PO's agreed to participate.
ect due to personal reasons.)

At that point

(One P0 had to withdraw from the proj
Pledges of support and cooperation were

also obtained from the two Grand Forks County judges and the juvenile
supervisor.
Five probation officers participated in one GAIT session and
eight PO's participated in a second GAIT session.
run using Dooley's (1973) guidelines.

Both sessions were

The PO's were given recorded

instructions (Appendix E) as well as written instructions (Appendix F).
The instructions directed each P0 to write down (on a form that was
provided, Appendix G) two direct statements concerning their own inter
personal relationships.

Examples of different typefi of statements were

given during the instructions.

After the instructions were given, the

researcher set the tape recorder to the record mode [and left the room.
The PO's then proceeded through a series of five minute dyadic inter
actions in which each P0 played the role of Disclosdr and Understa- ier.
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After all the interactions had taken place the researcher
reentered the room.

Each PO was given a set of instructions and a form

for rating each of the other PC's and themselves (Appendix H ) .

After

the ratings were completed each PO was given a set of cassette tapes
(identified only by a letter designation).

The POs were instructed to

tape four half-hour segments of sessions between themselves and their
probationers.

In addition, they were instructed not to censor the

tapes and not to selectively choose segments to be taped.
instructed to return the tapes in four to six weeks.

They were

If any problems

arose in this process the P C ’s were instructed to contact the Juvenile
Court or the researcher.
After six weeks’ time each probation officer was contacted and
a time was arranged for the researcher to conduct the closing interviettf and administer the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory.

Both

the probationer and the PO in each pair participated in this final
assessment.

The P O ’s and the probationers ^^?ere interviewed by differ

ent interviewers in different rooms.

Ratings

Three raters (graduate students in clinical psychology) were
trained using Dooley’s (1973) GAIT training manual (Appendix I).

Three

and one-half hours were spent in training and sample GAIT sessions and
probation sessions were rated.

The raters used a four-point scale on

the dimensions, Empathic Understanding, Acceptance-Warmth and Openness.
At the end of training reliabilities were computed using Ehel’s (1931)
method of calculating intraclass correlation coefficients.

These
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reliabilities were then corrected using the Spearman-Brown formul !
(McNemar, 1969).

The following reliabilities were computed at the end

of the training period:

rxx = .96 for Empathy; rxx = .34 for Warmth;

and rxx = .97 for Openness.
Following this training each rater was given a set of tapes
that contained randomly selected GAIT sessions and five minute segments
from the actual probation sessions.

A randomly selected five minute

segment was reproduced from each of the PO‘s four taped sessions.

The

raters were instructed on how to rate the GAIT sessions differently
(Understander on empathy and warmth and Discloser on openness) from the
probation sessions (PO on all three dimensions).

Although the raters

rated different segments and sessions, in order to check their reli
ability all three raters rated four of the same segments.
A second set of raters (graduate students in clinical psychol
ogy) were trained to categorize verbal behaviors using the training
manual developed by Sherman et al.

(1973) (Appendix B).

Following the

criteria suggested in the training manual interrater reliabilities of
at least .90 were achieved before the raters were finished with the
training.
This verbal behavior analysis was performed on each five

te

segment of the GAIT and on one five minute segment randomly selected
from each half hour taped probation counseling session (same segment
used for rating Therapist Talent).

Each GAIT segment and the randoml}.

selected taped probation counseling segments were transcribed and
divided into units according to the manual.

These transcripts were

34
then utilized to categorize the verbal statements mate by the c-robat ion
officers.

Treatment of the Data

In order to address the major questions of this study, the fol
lowing statistical techniques were used to analyze the data:
1.

Frequencies and percentages of the verbal statements made by

the probation officers were calculated;
2.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the

verbal behaviors engaged in during the GAIT exercise and the verbal
behaviors during the actual probation (counseling) sessions;
3.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the

probation officer's ratings on the Therapist Talent variables and the
particular verbal behaviors engaged in by the probation officers;
4.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the

probation officer’s ratings on the Therapist " alent variables during
the GAIT and their ratings during the actu ± sessions;
5.

Pearson product moment correLuions were computed between pro

bation officer's ratings on the Therapist Talent variables as assessed
during the GAIT and the actual sessions and their ratings given by
their probationers on the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory;
6.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the

demographic characteristics of the probation officers and the particu
lar /erbal behaviors engaged in by the probation officers;
7.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the

demographic characteristics of the probation officers and their ricings
on the Therapist Talent variables.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Predominant Verbal Beiiaviors
Verbal behaviors engaged in by the probation officers were cat
egurized both during the GAIT and tne actual probation sessions.

The

mean number of responses, standard deviations and percentages for each
of the categories are presented in Table 5.

The verbal behaviors are

listed from the highest frequency to lowest for both the GAIT and the
Sessions.
Some categories were not utilized and others so infrequently
utilized that they have been basically excluded from the presentation
of the data.

For the GAIT data this includes the following categories

Immediate Feelings, Negative Feedback, Rejects Feedback, Disagreement,
Requests for Feedback, Session Process and Unscorable Utterances.
the Sessions data Requests for Feedback and Rejects Feedback

For
been

excluded.

Relationships between Verbal Behaviors-GAIT
and Verbal Behaviors-Sessions

In order to assess any possible relationships that exist
between the verbal behaviors utilized by the probation officers during
the GAIT and the verbal behaviors demonstrated during the actual ses
sions, Pearson correlations were computed between these two sets of
variables.

The data used for the "sessions" was a [total across the
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Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations and Percentages of Verbal Behaviors

c
a)
&

C5
t/j

Average pet
Session

Percentage

d
7

Verbal
Behaviors

!

Mean

Verbal
Behaviors

Sessions (Total)
Percentages

Gait

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
31.
1?.
!'!.

J4.

Positive Feedback
Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions
Personal Self-Disclosure
Impersonal Disclosure
Impersonal Self-Disclosure
Interruption
Neutral Feedback
Laughter
Silence
Agreement
Accepts Feedback
Requests for Feedback
Nego ! jvi■ I’i’ci!l).ii k
Session Process
Rejects Feedback
Immedla te Feelings
Disagreement
Onscorah 1c Utteranees

6.4
3.9
3.8
4.3
2.9
2.4
1.5
1.0
1.0
0.6
0.4
0.3
0. 0
0. t
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

4.9 22.0
3.5 13.4
2.8 13.1
5.9 14.9
4.7 10.0
3.1
8.3
2.1
5.1
1.6
3.4
1.8
3.4
1.2
2.0
0. 7
1.4
0.5
1.1
0.8
0.6
0. 1
0. 3
0. 3
0. 3
0.3
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Impersonal Disclosure
Impersonal Questions
Impersonal Self-Disclosure
Positive Feedback
Personal Questions
Agreement
Silence
Laughter
Neutral Feedback
Personal Self-Disclosure
Unscorable Utterances
Session Process
Interruption
Immediate Feelings
Negative Feedback
Accepts Feedback
Disagreement
Requests for Feedback
Rejects Feedback

38.0
35 3
21.0
0.9
6.6
6.3
5.8
4.6
4. 5
4. 3
3.5
2.6
1 .6
i, s
1. 1
0.7
0. 5
0.3
0. 3

10.6
16.8
8.9
5.2
7.1
3.5
4.9
3.1
3. 7
5. 7
3. 7
4.7
1_n
bn
A*
w>*’
3.7
I. 2
0.8
0. 5

25.4
23.8
14.2
6.7
4.5
4.3
3.o
3. i
0
-. 8
2.4
1.7
!. i
r). t;
0. 7
0.4
0. 3
0.2
o. :•

9.5
8.8
:>. 3
2. r)
1 ^7
1.6
i..
i..
1. !
l.i
0.9
0.7
0.4
0. 1
0. 5
0.2
0. i
0.1
n. 1
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four actual sessions.

These correlations are presented in Table 6,

Only three significant correlations were found between the use o: anv
particular verbal behavior in the GATT and the use c~: that sane behav
ior during the sessions.

Of these three, the verbal behaviors Requests

for Feedback (.56) and Rejects Feedback (.52) were utilized too infre
quently to be meaningful.

Impersonal Questions had a negative correla

tion (-.65) between its use in the GAIT and in the Sessions.

There

were, however, significant correlations between the use of certain ver
bal behaviors during the GAIT and other verbal behaviors during the
sessions.

The following is a list of summary statements concerning the

elationships between the use of certain verbal behaviors during the
GAIT aud their subsequent use during the actual sessions.

Personal Self-Disclosure.

Those probation officers that util

ized more Personal Self-Disclosure during the GAIT were more likely to
give Negative Feedback (.59) and Neutral Feedback (.60) during the ses
sions.

The probation officers that had higher levels of Personal Self-

Disclosure during the sessions Interrupted (-.49) their colleagues less
often during the GAIT.

Positive Feedback.

The greater the tendency for the probation

officers to use Positive FeedbacK during the GAIT the more unlikely it
was that they used Disagreement (-.51) and more Unscorable Utterances
(.66) were rated during the sessions.

The sessions verbal behavior

ratings indicate that increasing use of Positive Feedback was related
to less use of Personal Questions (-.64) a*id fewer Silences
during the GAIT,
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Table 6— Continued

i

.33
xxx
-.51*
-.13
-.28
.15
-.13
-.06
.50*
.41
XXX

.55*
.19
.19
.67**
XXX

XXX

-.30
xxx
.62*
.67**
.42
-.31
.67**
-.06
.09
.06
xxx
-.53*
.28
.56*
-.13
xxx
.53*
-.23
.33

xxx - Verbal. Behavior not rated during GAIT
**p
J,.. < .0‘ i'wo tailed test
-k~ < ,01 Two tailed test

-.42
xxx
xxx
.18
.66**
-.29
.04
.16
.32
.10
-.30
.89*** -.06
.27
-.48
.48
.26
-.04
.20
XXX

- .20
-.05
.88***
, g o * * *
.13
xxx
xxx
,92***
.16
.83***
.07
.74**
-.25

.20
xxx
-.18
-.25
/•
/
.
.H
*
.44
-.18
.15
.45
.05

-.37
xxx
.03
.11
.3 3
.10
.11
-.59*
58*

XXX

X X X

XXX

.34
.12
.06
.25
xxx
.00
.28
.05

Interruption

Silence

Laughter

Unscorable
Utterances

Session
Process
.14
xxx
-.21
.29
-.09
-.25
-.11
.04
,79***
-.23
xxx
.18
.12
.32

.33
- . 6 9 *

-.32
-.32
XXX

00
'
—1

-.13
-.23
.28

Requests
for Feedback

Impersonal
Questions
-.17
xxx
-.09
-.10
.65*
.14
.03
-.24
-.30
-.12
xxx
.48
-.65*
-.04
-.15

1

.00
.77**
-.22

.33
xxx
-.26
.41
.12
.35
-.07
.52*
-.17
.01
xxx
-.34
-.03
-.19
-. 25
xxx
.05
-.18
-.15

j
Cl
o
1 1

Personal Self-Disclosure
Immediate Feelings
Positive Feedback
Negative Feedback
Neutral Feedback
Accepts Feedback
Rejects Feedback
Impersonal Self-Disclosure
Impersonal Disclosure
Agreement
D 1Manreemenl
S’cs sona 1 Ques Lions
Impersonal Questions
Requests for Feedback
Session Process
Iins “o ral) 1e U Lto ranees
Laughter
Silence
Interrupt ton

Personal
Questions

Verbal
Behaviors
(GAIT)

j Disagreement
i
i

Verbal Behaviors (Sessions)

-.21
.33

***p < .001 Two tailed test

. n

.26
.14
-.09
-.43
XX X

-.27
-.47
.02
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Negative Feedback.

(Not utilized during the GAIT)

There were

two significant correlations between the use of Negative Feedback
during sessions and verbal behaviors employed during the GAIT.

Per

sonal Self-Disclosure (.59) and Impersonal Self-Disclosure (.58) were
used more in the GAIT by those probation officers giving more Negative
Feedback during the Sessions.

Neutral Feedback.

Probation officers giving more Neutral Feed

back in the GAIT asked more Impersonal Questions (.65) during the ses
sions.

In contrast, those giving more Neutral Feedback during the ses

sions asked fewer Impersonal Questions (-.65) and utilized more Per
sonal Self-Disclosure (.60) in the GAIT.

Accepts Feedback.

No significant correlations were found

between the use of this verbal behavior during the GAIT and other
behaviors during the sessions.

It was found that the probation offi

cers who Accepted Feedback during the sessions demonstrated more Agree
ment (.56) during the GAIT.

Impersonal Disclosure.

As the use of Impersonal Disclosure

during the GAIT increased the use of Disagreement (.50) and discussion
of Session Process (.79) increased in the sessions.

Also, the proba

tion officers Interrupted (-.58) their probationers less often during
the sessions.

But, there was more Interruption (.53) of their peers by

the probation officers during the GAIT if the level of Impersonal Dis
closure was higher during the sessions.

Agreement.

Those probation officers that demonstrated wort

Agreement during the GAIT also had higher levels of Ac.epting Feedback
(.56) and Impersonal Self-Disclosure (.56) during the sessions.

Disagreement.

(Not utilized during GAIT)

Increased Disagree

ment during the sessions was correlated with more Impersonal Disclosure
(.50), more Personal Questions (.55), more Silence (.77) and less Posi
tive Feedback (-.51) during the GAIT.

Personal Questions.

More Personal Questions from the probation

officers during the GAIT was significantly related to less Positive
Feedback (-.64) and more Disagreement (.55) during the sessions.

When

it was found that the probation officers asked more Personal Questions
during the sessions it was found that they had utilized more Impersonal
Self-Disclosure (.52) during the GAIT.

Impersonal Questions.

Asking more Impersonal Questions during

the GAIT was associated with less Neutral Feedback (-.65) and fewer
Impersonal Questions (-.65) during the sessions.

In addition, fewer

Silences (-.69) during the GAIT was related to more Impersonal Ques
tions during the sessions.

Session Process.

The probation officers that discussed Session

Process more during the sessions were found to use more Impersonal
Self-Disclosure (.79) and had more Silences (.83) during the GAIT,
(Although only one probation officer discussed Session Process during
the GAIT and it is therefore difficult to draw conclusions from this,
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it is noteworthy that it had a correlation of .90 with the discussion
of Session Process during the actual sessions.)

Unscorable Utterances.

(Not utilized during GAIT)

The degree

to which certain sounds or words could not be understood during the
sessions was positively related to the amount of Positive Feedback
(.66), Laughter (.92) and Interruption (.74) during the GAIT.

Laughter.

The probation officer's use of Laughter during the

GAIT was positively related to the number of Unscorable Utterances
(.92) during the sessions.

Silence.

More Disagreement (.77), more discussion of Session

Process (.83) and less Positive Feedback (-.68) was rated during the
sessions of probation officers who utilized Silences more during the.
GAIT.

Interruption.

Those probation officers who interrupted their

peers more during the GAIT used less Personal Self-Disclosure (-.49),
more Impersonal Disclosure (.53) and had more Unscorable Utterances
(.74) during the sessions.

But, the probation officers that inter

rupted their probationers more during the actual sessions used less
Impersonal Self-Disclosure (-.59) and less Impersonal Disclosure (-.58)

Relationships between Therapist Talent Ratings (GAIT)
and Therapist Talent Ratings (Sessions)

As a check on the interrater reliabilities established during
the training, four randomly selected sessions were rated for Therapist

Talent by all three raters.

Once again, Ebel's (1951) method of -.ai-

culating intraclass correlation coefficients was used and than cor
rected using the Spearman-Brown formula (McNemar, 1969).
reliabilities were computed:
Warmth and r

r

The followin

= .92 for Empathy; r,,,_ = .74 for

= .96 for Openness.

Listed in Table 7 are the mean

ratings given the probation officers on the. three Therapist Talent,
dimensions (based on 4-point scale).

Table 7
Mean Ratings on Therapist Talent Variables
Mean

S.D.

Peer-Empathy (GAIT)

2.93

.44

Peer-Openness (GAIT)

2.92

.38

Peer-Warmth (GAIT)

3.07

.42

Trained Rater Empathy (GAIT)

2.92

.90

Trained Rater Openness (GAIT)

3.33

.49

Trained Rater Warmth (GAIT)

2.92

.67

Trained Rater Empathy (Sessions/Average)

2.19

.39

Trained Rater Openness (Sessions/Average) 1.88

.41

Trained Rater Warmth (Sessions/Average)

.38

2.48

Pearson correlations were computed between the average Thera
pist Talent ratings across the sessions and the Therapist Talent rac
ings for the GAIT (Trained raters) .
in Table 8.

These correlations are presented

Only one significant correlation was found.

Those proba

tion officers rated higher on the Empathy dimension during the GAIT
were rated higher on the Openness dimension during the sessions.

Table 8
Summary of Pearson Correlations Between Therapist
Talent Ratings (GAIT) and Therapist Talent
Ratings (Sessions/Average)

Therapist
Talent
(GAIT)

Empathy

Openness

Warmth

Empathy

.11

.60*

.33

Openness

.16

.34

.46

Warmth

.20

.41

.44

*£ < .05 Two tailed test

Relationships between Therapist Talent Variables
and Verbal Behaviors
GAIT - Peer Ratings.

Table 9 is a presentation ot the Pearson

correlations between the average Therapist Talent ratings given by
peers during the GAIT and the verbal behaviors used.

Empathy' and

Warmth were rated with the probation officer in the understander role
and Openness with the probation officer in the discloser role.

These

peer ratings indicate that higher levels of Empathy were significantly
related to less Personal Self-Disclosure (-.49), less Impersonal Dis
closure (-.69) and fewer Silences (-.83).

Openness by the probation

officers was associated with more use of Neutral Feedback (.50).

Peer

rated Warmth during the GAIT sessions was significantly correlated wit
less Personal Self-Disclosure (-.51), less Impersonal Self-Disclosure
(-.49) and fewer Silences (-.82).

45

Table 9
Summary of Pearson Correlations between Peer Ratings
of Therapist Talent Variables (GAIT) and
Verbal Behaviors (GAIT)

Verbal
Behaviors
(GAIT)

Peer Ratings (GAIT)
Empathy

Openness

-.49*

.26

- .51*

Immediate Feelings

XXX

XXX

XXX

Positive Feedback

.20

.29

.46

Negative Feedback3

.05

.54*

.16

Neutral Feedback

.18

.50*

.30

Accepts Feedback

.16

Rejects Feedback3

.05

Personal Self-Disclosure

-.10
.49*

Warmth

- .08
.32

Impersonal Self-Disclosure

-.26

-.04

-.14

Impersonal Disclosure

-.69**

- 03

-.49

Agreement

.01

.08

.08

Disagreement

XXX

XXX

XXX

-.31

-.18

.19

.19

.35

Requests for Feedback3

-.34

.39

-.07

Session Process^

■*“.85***

Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions

Unscorable Utterances
Laughter
S ilence
Interruption

XXX

-.20
„8 3>,c7n'
-.04

-.14

- .50*

- .81**

XXX

XXX

.40

.09

- .17
.24

aUt i 1ized by less thar. 1/3 of probation officers
xxx - Verbal behavior net rated during GAIT
*£ < .05
**p < .01 '•**£ c .01 Two tailed test

-..82**
.2 6
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GAIT - Trained Raters,

Ihe Pearson correlations between the

Therapist Talent ratings by the trained raters and the Verbal Behaviors
coded during the GAIT are presented in Table 10.

No significant corre

lations were found between the Empathy variable and the verbal behav
iors.

Less Impersonal Self-Disclosure (-.51) and fewer Interruptions

(-.52) were utilized by those probation officers rated higher on Open
ness.

The probation officers that assced more Impersonal Questions (.63)

were rated higher on Warmth by the trained raters.

Sessions. A summary of the Pearson correlations between the
Therapist Talent ratings and the Verbal Behaviors during the actual
sessions is presented in Table 11.

(The Therapist Talent ratings are

an average across the four sessions.)

Of particular note is the sig

nificant positive correlation between Personal Self-Disclosure and all
three Therapist Talent ratings (Empathy,
.63).

.77; Openness,

.54; Warmth,

Significant negative correlations were found between Empathy and

the following Verbal Behaviors:

Impersonal Disclosure (-.53), Agree

ment (-.63), and Unscorable Utterances (-.50).

In addition to being

associated with Personal Self-Disclosure higher levels of Openness were
positively related to the giving of Positive Feedback (.55).

Lastly,

Warmth ratings were negatively correlated with Neutral Feedback (-.59)
and Impersonal Disclosure (-.58).

Relationships between Therapist Talent Rat ings
and the Relationship Inventory (_RT_)

Probation officers rated themselves on the RT and their proba
tioners also rated them using the RI.

The Pearson correlations between

Table 10

Summary of Pearson Correlations between Trained Rater's
Ratings of Therapist Talent Variables (GAIT'
and Verbal Behaviors (GAIT)
Verbal
Behaviors
(GAIT)

Trained Rater's Ratings (GAIT)
Empathy

Openness

Warmth

-.15

-.48

_, 29

Immediate Feelings

xxx

xxx

xxx

Positive Feedback

.23

-.14

.17

Negative Feedback

.38

.43

Neutral Feedback

.00

.11

-.08

Accepts Feedback

-.14

-.13

-.18

Rejects Feedback

-.32

-.21

.04

Impersonal Self-Disclosure

-.21

-.51*

Impersonal Disclosure

-.28

-.39

.20

Agreement

-.09

-.46

-. 19

xxx

xxx

xxx

-.41

.07

-.36

.39

.04

Requests for Feedback

-.45

-.30

.05

Session Process

-.32

-.21

.0-4

xxx

xxx

XXX

Laughter

-.40

- .42

.00

S ilence

-.30

-.37

-. 0 5

Interruption

-.12

- .52*

-. 5

Personal Self-Disclosure

Disagreement
Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions

Unscorable Utterances

xxx - Verbal behavior not rated during GAIT
*£ < .05 Two tailed test

.51*

-.24

.63*

Table 1.1

Summary of Iearson Cor relations between Average Ratings
of Therapist falent Variables (Sessions)
and Verbal Behaviors (Sessions)
Average Ratings (Sessions)

Verbal
Behaviors
(Sessions)

Empathy

Openness

W- •nvtl

.77**

.54*

.63*

Immediate Feelings

00

.11

Positive feedback

.30

.55*

Negative Feedback

i
o
kO

o
!

-.28

Neutral Feedback

-.45

-.42

- .59*

Accepts Feedback

.27

.17

-.12

Rejects Feedback

-.03

.18

.03

Impersonal Self-Disclosure

i

00

Personal Self-Disclosure

.02

-.08

Impersonal Disclosure

-.58*

-.45

-. 58*

Agreement

- .63*

-.33

- .38

Disagreement

-.23

-.43

- .28

Personal Questions

.24

.36

.07

Impersonal Questions

.05

- .04

.05

Requests for Feedback

-.23

.14

-.13

Session Process

-.41

-.46

- .28

Unscorable Utterances

-.50*

- .06

- .27

Laughter

- .08

- .17

Silence

-.07

- .17

-.14

.29

1O
.iz

.33

Interruption

*£ < .05 Two tailed test
**£ < .01 Two tailed test

-.01
.39

.? }
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these ratings and the Therapist Talent ratings are presented ir. Table
12.

When utilizing peer ratings of Therapist Talent on the GATT only

the Openness variable correlated with anv of the RI dimensions.

Nega

tive correlations were fouiivi between Openness and the RI dimensions of
probation officer rated Regard and Understanding.

Negative correla

tions were also found between Openness and probationer ratings of RI
Empathy and RI Warmth.

When the trained raters were utilized on the

GAIT sessions, their ratings of Openness also had negative correla
tions with probation officer rated Regard and Understanding.
For the other two Therapist Talent variables rated during the
GAIT by the trained raters (Empathy and Warmth) only probation officer
self ratings of RI Regard, RI Empathy and RI Congruence were corre
lated positively with trained rater Empathy.

There were no significant

correlations with Warmth and no significant correlations between the
RI dimensions and the Therapist Talent ratings from the actual sessitns.

Relationships of Verbal Behaviors and Therapist
Talent lQ Demographic Variables

Of the demographic data collected three variables were used ir
the compulation of Pearson correlations.

Probation officer’s age, sex

and number cf previous cases were correlated with Verbal Behaviors us *i
during the sessions and the Therapist Talent ratings.

Probation offi

cer age was negatively correlated with the trained rater ratings oi
Empathy on the GAIT (-.53, p ' .05) and with the peer rating of Warmth
on the GAIT (-.52, p < .05).

In terms of the sex dimension the only

correlation that reached significance was wit1! Laughter (.58, n

.05).

Table 12
Summary of Pearson Correlations between Therapist Talent
Variables and Relationship Inventory Variables

Relationship
Inventory

Peer (GAIT)

Trained Raters (GAIT)

Trained Raters(Sessions)

(PO Ratings
of themselves)
Regard
Empathy
Congruence
Unierstanding
Warmth

-.09
.17
.04
-.14
-.26

-.59*
-.38
-.43
-. 56*
-.19

-.02
.13
.12
-.07
-.23

.17
.17
.16
.18
.19

- .45
-.63*
-.43
-.48
-.56*

-.14
-.04
-.13
-.10
.01

.56*
.51*
.66**
.45
.07

-.67**
-.27
-.30
-.67**
-.11

o*•»

.06
.38
.41
.10
.35

-.25
.12
.03
-. 25
-.14

.10
.05
-.26
-.07

-.33
.05
-.15
-.31
-.28

-.39
-.24
-.38
-.17
-.04

.r0
.14
.08
.26
.10

-.05
.02
- .L4
.08
-.01

.22
.20
.13
.35
.38

(Probationer
Ratings)
Regard
Empathy
Congruence
Understanding
Warmth

.05 Two tailed test
.01 two tailed test

-.22
.11
-.06
-.06
.15

.06
-.15
.15
-.11
.02

Ui
o
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Women probation officers were more likely to utilize Laughter than men
probation officers.

Correlations with number of previous cases handled

indicated that the probation officers who had handled more cases stated
more Immediate Feelings (.50,
tions (.53, £ < .05).

< *05) and asked more Personal Ques

These same probation officers also used Imper

sonal Self-Disclosure (-.58, jp ■- .05) to a lesser degree.

The proba

tion officers that had seen the most cases were rated significantly
higher on the Openness (.50,

< .05) dimension by their peers during

the GAIT.
As a part of the demographic data that was collected the proba
tioners were asked to rate their probation officers according to nine
possible roles.

Listed in V ’'le 13 are the mean ratings given to each

role (1 = most like their P0, 9 ** least like their PO; see Appendix D ) .

Table 13
Means for Role Rankings
Roles
Friend
Listens
Helps Solve Problems
Gives Advice
Keeps Out of Trouble
Talks to Family
Enforces the Law
Tells the Court
Tells What to Do

Mean

S.D.

2.42
2.50
2.75
3.25
5.83
5.92
6.83
7,33
7.42

1.38
1.24
1.35
1.14
1.27
1.73
1.95
1.49
1.73

The Pearson correlations between the rankings made by the probationers
and the Verbal Behaviors utilized during the sessions are presented
in lable 14.

The following summary statements apply to the relation

ships indicated by these correlations.

Table 14
Summary of Pearson Correlations between the Probationers' Rankings of the P O ’s Roles
and the P O ‘s Verbal Behaviors (Sessions)
______________________________________Roles

T3
c

CD
u

Personal Self-Disclosure
Immediate Feelings
Positive Feedback
Nega.jve Feedback
Neutral Feedback
Accepts Feedback
Rejects Feedback
Impers. Self-Disclosure
Impersonal Disclosure
Agreement
Disagreement
Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions
Requests for Feedback
Session Process
Unscorable Utterances
Laughter
Silence
Interruption

.14
.12
.50*
.48
.10
.57
.33
.03
- .16
.18
.54*
.52*
.10
.03
.44
.12
- .32
.09
.05

C

CD
P
CO
•H

-.42
-.07
-.27
-.20
-.12
-.22
-.08
-.07
-.20
.47
.00
-.23
.13
.19
.30
.43
-.06
-.09
-.03

m

£
§

o
rS «
rH
0) o
H
J-J

.07
.09
.48
. 10
.36
-.03
.31
-.28
-.09
-.23
— .79***
.06
.44
.22
-.57*
-.19
.15
.45
.46

m

O

P
W

o
p

0)
O
&
nj
iJ

-.64*
.08
.07
.28
.38
.24
-.15
.31
.17
.19
•-.08
.26
.01
.28
-.34
.26
-.23
.21
.00

**£ < .01 Two tailed test
*2 < .05 Two tailed test
(Lower rankings of Roles indi cate more like their P0)

tn §
<D rH
> JO
<H
o n
CO P-i

o

CO
rH
' 1
CD
H

—

P
P
J3
O
O

»
o
CO

«
CO

-.25

.23
.18
-.39
-.23
-.41
.11
-.28
.42
-.08
.26
-.44
-.41
-.09
.34
-.24
.65*
-.31
-.24

.31
.61*
-.29
.13
.03
.00
-.22
.11
-.25
-.42
-.13
-.18
.05
- .56*
-.41
.09
-.03
.29

♦

Verbal
Behaviors
(Sessions)

CD
U
*i 1
>
"O
<

.55*
-.63
-.21
-.04
.01
-.25
.22
-.08
-.11
-.02
-.10
-.27
.02
- .51
-.06
.08
-.25
-.06
-.12

CO rH
^
-H
rH £2
cd cd
H
P-<

.51*
- .19
.27
.46
-.06
-.03
-.09
.08
-.36
-.38
-.25
.55*
-.05
-.25
-.34
-.16
.06
.24
-.28

***£ < .001 Two tai led test

tH
o
P
3
O

CD
rH
_o
3
G
P
H

.27
. 12
.05
-.44
-.08
.58*
.40
.61*
.00
.00
- .12
-.18
.17
•'» l
-. 50*
.19
-. 21
-.21
.7 5*

53

Frien d .

Probation officers who were ranked more as friends

utilized more Positive Feedback (-.50), less Disagreement (.54) and
asked fewer Personal Questions (.52).

Tells What to D o .

Those probation officers that were seen as

more likely to tell the probationer what to do employed more Disagree
ment (— .79) and discussed Session Process (-.57) more.

Enforces the Law.

Personal Self-Disclosure (-.64) was less

likely to be utilized by those probation officers seen as enforcing the
law.

Solve Problems.

Those probation officers utilizing more Laugh

ter (165) were seen by their probationers as less concerned with solv
ing their problems.

fell the Court.

Probationers who were more likely to rank

their probation officers as having a role of Talking to the Court had
probation officers who gave less Positive Feedback (161) and spoke
about Session Process (-.56) more.

Advice.

The more probation officers were seen as giving

advice the less Personal Self-Disclosure (.55) they used.

Talk to Family.

The more the probation officers were seen as

someone to talk to Families the less Personal Self-Disclosure (.51)
that was used and the fewer Personal Questions 1.55) that were asked.
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Out of Trouble,

Those probationers that ranked this particular

role as more like their probation officers had probation officers who
were less Accepting of Feedback (.58), used less Impersonal SeifDisclosure (.61), spoke more about Session Process (-.50) and Inter
rupted (.75) them more frequently.
These role rankings were also correlated with Therapist Talent
ratings.

These correlations are presented in Table 12.

those proba

tion officers rated higher by their peers on. the Empathy dimension dur
ing the GAIT were seen by the probationers as less likely to Tell Them
What to Do or to Tell the Court what they were doing.

In addition, a

higher peer rating of Warmth during the GAIT was significantly corre
lated with the probation officer being ranked as more of a Friend and
less likely to "Tell the Court".
Trained rater's ratings on the Empathy dimension during the
GAIT were related to the probation offleets being seen more as a Friend
and less as someone who helps Solve Problems or Tells the Court.
Higher levels of Openness (as rated by trained raters during GAIT) were
associated with a probation officer that was rated as more likely to
Tell Them What to Do by their probationers.
During the actual sessions trained rater’s ratings of the pro
bation officers on E- ^ t h y and Openness were correlated with higher
rankings on the Talk to Family dimension.
their PO).

(Higher Ranking = less like

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION
The Probation O fficers
Perhaps the most important goal of this study

;as the attempt

to identify the character of the Juvenile Probation relationship.

As a

more specific focus, the goal was to identify the verbal behaviors of
the probation officers.

By examining the predominant verbal behaviors

one can make several observations.

First, and very important is the

fact that very little negative feedback in the way of hostility, ridi
cule or criticism was used by the probation officers.

This is a very

positive statement about the non-purdtive role that the Probation Offi
cer appears to be filling.
In general, the probation officers engage their probationers in
a very non-confrontative and supportive maimer.
center around non-personal material.

Their conversations

They exchange information about

themselves that would be given in appropriate contexts by most people.
This appears to be in contrast with their behavior during the GAIT ses
sions when the demands were for more personal information and they
responded with more Positive Feedback, Personal Questions and Personal
Self-Disclosure.

It is noteworthy in this context that the verbal

behavior "Immediate Feelings" was not utilized at all during the GAIT
and very rarely during the actual sessions.
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In terms of the Therapist Talent ratings, the probation offi
cers were rated as being generally empathie and warm.

They paid atten

tion to and demonstrated some sensitivity toward their probationers.
More often than not they communicated a caring for their probationers.
There is once again a contrast between the GAIT ratings and the. ses
sions.

The GAIT ratings of Empathy, Openness and Warmth were higher

across all three variables than the average ratings during the sessions.
It is quite possible that these probation officers responded to the.
more intense (GAIT) situation by attending more fully and responding in
a manner more appropriate to the "counselor" role.
Another very positive result of this examination was the fact
that the probationers felt that their probation officers were much more
like friends than agents of the court.

Even though the job description

of juvenile probation officers for Grand Forks County lists numerous
duties related to court activities, when they are .in one-to-one contact
with the juvenile probationer they are perceived as genuinely interest
ed and more as a friend.
This study was designed to examine the behaviors of all those
individuals functioning in a probation officer role whether full-time
or volunteer.

Although no systematic attempt was made to compare the

full-time and volunteer staff, one particular finding is of note.
Those probation officers who had handled e larger number of cases ('this
particularly applies to the full-time staff) were more likely
respond with Immediate Feelings and ask more Personal Questions.
were also rated as more Open during the GAIT.

They

This could be reflective

of a certain level of comfort that is achieved after exposure to more
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of these interpersonal situations.

No statement abou. the effective

ness of the full-time staff vs. volunteers can be made from this
study.

(Note:

It is felt by the r. searcher that a certain degree of

Openness was indicated simply by the probation officer's willingness to
participate in the research project.)

Comparison to Traditional Psychotherapy

The literature reviewed regarding the verbal behaviors associ
ated with Therapist Talent in traditional psychotherapy (Franco et al.,
1976; Hayden, 1975; Schag et al., 1978; Wenegrat, 1974) found some sup
port in this current data in a nontraditional setting.
some sharp contrasts.

There were also

Like Schag's et al. (1978) study fewer Silences

were associated with more Empathy and more Warmth as rated by the pro
bation officer's peers.

In addition lower levels of impersonal Disclo

sure and impersonal Self-Disclosure were correlated with higher Empathy
and Warmth.

This was similar to the findings of Wenegrat (1974) and

Dooley (1975) who found Empathy negatively correlated to dysfunctional
questions and procedural statements etc.

(See Appendix B for defini

tions of Impersonal Disclosure and Impersonal Self-Disclosure.)

When a

probation officer responded by making impersonal conversation without
any purpose or function related to the probationer he was rated lower
on the Therapist Talent variables.

Because of the almost non-existent

use of the Immediate Feelin ;s response it is not. possible to draw any
conclusions regarding the importance of focusing on inner feelings and
thoughts (Hayden, i 975) to the Therapist: Talent ratings.
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Of special note with regard to this comparison is the impact of
Personal Self-Disclosure on Therapist Talent ratings.

Trained raters

gave higher ratings on all three Therapist Talent variables to those
probation officers using more Personal Self-Disclosure.

In contrast

the peer raters associated Personal Self-Disclosure with Lower levels
of Empathy and Warmth.

It must be remembered that the three trained

raters were graduate students in clinical psychology and therefore more
experienced with traditional psychotherapy.

It is apparent that a pro

bation officer’s willingness to talk about himself or herself in a very'
personal manner was seen differently by these two sets of raters.
The discrepancy between these two sets of raters may he indica
tive of the fact that juvenile probation is not a traditional psycho
therapeutic situation.

The vernal behaviors valued by individuals

involved in traditional psychotherapeutic situations may very well be
at odds with the verbal behaviors valued by those invol/ed in juvenile
probation work.

The personal approach rated higher by the graduate

students in clinical psychology was seen as inappropriate by the pro
bation officers themselves.

There is also evidence that tne probation

ers did not approve of a vei-y personal approach.

They rated more li be

friends those probation officers who asked fewer Personal Questions.

cations for the Use of the Group Assessment
of Interpersonal Traits (GAIT)

It was felt that if direct correlations could be found between
the verbal behaviors utilized during the GAIT and during actual ses
sions additional validity and reliability tor the GATT could be. estab
lished.

Almost no direct correlations were found between the verbal
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behaviors used in the two settings.

It appears that a prinarv finding

of this study is the observation that although juvenile probation ses
sions nay be seen by some as similar to traditional counseling ses
sions, there are definite differences.
Although the Relationship Inventory variables provided little
additional information regarding the juvenile probation situation, one
set of correlations is noteworthy.

Those probation officers who were

more critical of themselves (by rating themselves lower on the RI
dimensions of Regard and Understanding) were rated as more open by both
their peers and the trained raters.

In this instance, it appears that

the GAIT structure was sensitive enough to pick out t.iosa individuals
who gave outside, evidence of being more open.

Implications for Training and Future Raser rch

The probation officers in the Grand Forks County Juvenile Court
system generally function in the following manner:

they present them

selves as friends to their probationers, they spend most of their time
with their probationers discussing relatively nonpersonal public mate
rial, and they approach the probationers in a positive nonconfrontative
manner.

A basic question arises from this information— "Is this non-

personal, nonconfrontati'

approach a productive one?"

This study was

not designed to look at < itcome and therefore one can only speculate
about the answer to this

uestion.

In terms of providing the "mature,

stable adult" that Judge

venhoi.ts was interested in providing, i.he

approach is appropriate.

In terms of providing a more intense "change

inducing" therapeutic relationship it may be lacking.
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Another question that would warrant exploration is:

Have the.

probation officers adopted this role because of a conviction about the
uniqueness of the juvenile probation process or because of a lack of
confidence in dealing with more 'immediate and personal feelings’?"
‘
future training for the probation officers could be directed at teach
ing more skills for handling and eliciting personal material from the
probationers.
Future study could also include an analysis of the probation
officer's attitudes toward more personal material.

Although the proba

tioner's view of the probation officer’s role was elicited the proba
tion officer's view was not directly assessed.

An assessment of this

type would be helpful in determining how the probation officers feel
about this focus on inner feelings and thoughts and the part it should
play in the juvenile probation process.

Meanwhile, the inclusion of

training on the use of personal material and the timing of personal
questions could prove very helpful to the entire probation staff.
The inclusion of the GAIT technique for the selection and
training of future probation officers is also warranted.

The GAIT ses

sions can provide a useful behavioral indication of an individual’s
ability to participate appropriately in an interpersonal situation.
Some design changes in the structure of the GAIT might make it more
appropriate to the juvenile court situation.

Perhaps a closer match

would be achieved between the types of behaviors elicited in the GAIT
and actual session behaviors by utilizing more of a rcle playing model
and having one probation officer play someone c . probation while the
other probation officer p>lays the understander.

Future study could he

directed toward making the GAIT technique more applicable to the
juvenile probation setting.

Conclusion

Research on the traditional practice of counseling and psycho
therapy has provided the method for this present study.

Rogers' con

cepts of Empathy, Openness, and Warmth are concepts which may very well
have practicability across many settings.

But, tne final conclusion of

this research effort addresses the fact t! at juvenile probation coun
seling is a unique situation.
study.

It 'warrants a unique approach to its

It warrants more in-depth exploration of the roles that proba

tion officers are asked to play.

And finally, it warrants the adapta

tion of selection and training devices to its unique aspects.
It does appear from this study that the Grand Forks County
Juvenile Probation Department is attempting to provide a positive, sup
portive, stable adult for their probationers to relate to.

APPENDIX A

THE CONSENT FORM
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GRAND ,-ORKS COUNTY JUVENILE COURT RESEARCH PROJECT

Dear
This letter is being written to secure your cooperation in a
research project that I am currently conducting.

The Grand Forks

County Juvenile Court and I are cooperating in a study to examine the
probation process.

We hope that the outcome of this study will lead to

better understanding of this process.
The Probation Officer you are currently working with has agreed
to participate in the study.

Your participation would require a consent

to have four sessions between you and your probation ol'icer tape
recorded.

The only person to have access to these tapes will be myself

and they will be strictly confidential.
Court will have access to these tapes.

No one within the Juvenile
In addition you would be inter

viewed briefly by myself and be asked to fill out a short questionnaire.
We are asking for your parents and your signed consent so that we are
sure you understand the nature of this study.
certainly be appreciated.

Your cooperation would

If you have any questions you can contact me

at 775-0207 in the evening or at 772-8171 during the day.
Thank you.
Sir. e r e l y ,

Doug Knowlton
UNI) Psychology Depart.men

GRAND FORKS COUNTY JUVENILE COURT RESEARCH PROJECT
Consent Form

I , __________________________ ______ _____ give my consent for
___________________ ___________ _____ to participate in the Grand Forks
County Juvenile Court Research Project.

I understand that some, contact

between __________________________ ______ _____ and his/her probation
officer will be tape recorded.

The information on the tapes will be

confidential and will be used in the research and then the tapes will
be destroyed.

Witness Signature

Date

Parent or Guardian Signature

Probationer Signature

Date

APPENDIX B

MANUAL - VERBAL BEHAVIOR RATINGS
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PROCEDURE FOR RATING CATEGORIES OF GROUP VERBAL BEHAVIOR*

Whalen (1969) developed a systematic method of classifying ver
bal behavior which typically occurs in newly-formed groups in which
members are asked to be "open" with one another.

This scoring system

has been found to be useful in a number of different settings (Rappaport, Gross & Lepper, 1973).
Whalen's 19 categories of verbal communication are:
STATEMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Personal Self-Disclosure
Immediate Feelings
Positive Feedback
Negative Feedback
Neutral Feedback
Accepts Feedback
Rejects Feedback
Impersonal Self-Disclosure
I m p e r s o n a l Disclosure
Agreement
Disagreement

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION
12.
13.
14.

Personal Questions
Impersonal Questions
Requests for Feedback

DESCRIPTIVE ASPECTS OF COMMUNICATIVE SPEECH
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Group Process
Unscorable Utterances
Laughter
Silence
Interruption

*This training booklet prepared by Scott Sherman, Philip Berok,
and Lindley Redd.
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The protocol of group -interaction is first divided up into
"units" by the rating supervisor.

X unit is defined as the smallest

segment of speech that can be classified into one and only one of the
19 Whalen categories.

Laughter, 3 seconds or more of silence and

unscorable utterances are each considered one unit.

The act of inter

ruption is scored independently of the content of the ongoing discus
sion; i.e., the interruption is treated as one unit and the content as
other units.
The rater’s first task is to identify the unit as either a
Statement, Request for Information or Descriptive Aspect of Communica
tive Speech.

Further discriminations are subsequently made using the

definitions, examples and guidelines outlined in Categories of Verbal
Communication which follows.

The organizational schema in Figure 1

presents the general semantic and ordering structure of the 19
categories.
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CATEGORIES OF VERBAL COMMUNICATION*
STATEMENTS
I.

Personal Discussion
A.

Personal Self-Disclosure (PSD):

Discussion of feelings, atti

tudes, and behaviors unrelated to current group interaction
which are nonpublic, not ordinarily readily volunteered, and
which may make the individual vulnerable to negative evalua
tions from others.

Typically, these statements involve the use

of personal pronouns such as me, my, I, mine, etc.
1.

Criteria for determining Personal Self-Disclosure (PSD)
a.

Focused on self: The statement, made by the discloser,
should contain content that is a personal matter focused
on the discloser's feelings or actions, or how the feel
ings or behavior of another person affect him.

b.

Interpersonal: The statement should be interpersonal or
intrapersonal. That is, it should focus upon a person's
feelings or behavior toward oneself or other living
things, as opposed to inanimate objects.

c.

Specific behavior or feeling: The statement should con
cern a specific behavior or feeling that is a problem
for the person speaking or else it must focus on one's
own specific feelings or actions in terms of another per
son. This criterion was added to help avoid any tenden
cy to rate abstract or jargon-like statements about the
self or people in general as Personal Self-Disclosure.

d.

Psychologically meaningful: The statement must not ap
pear trivial to you, the rater. To what extent is the
content something you would have difficulty saying or
revealing about yourself? Use three guidelines to
decide if something is psychologically meaningful:

^Category descriptions are taken from the original description by Whalen
(1969), with additional criteria and examples added by the University of
Illinois research group. Reliabilities based on percent agreement
between independent raters have been found to be consistently above 90Z
(Dade, 1974; Lindquist & Rappaport, 1973; Rappaport, Gross & Lepper,
1973; Wilson, 1974).
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(1) soEt tiling that is a problem in many areas of a per
son’s 1ife is probably meaningful; (2) something that is
a big problem in relation to a single person in a person’s
life is also meaningful; and (3) sometnin0 that is gen
erally considered difficult to reveal or embarrassing is
also personally meaningful.
2.

3.

How to use these four criteria in making judgments
a.

A very psychologically meaningful statement (d) is rated
as Personal Self-Disclosure, even if the other three
criteria are not met.

b.

Usually psychological meaningfulness will be decided on
the basis of the criteria presented above (a-c).

c.

If one of the three criteria is not met (a-c) and/or the
raters do not feel that psychological meaningfulness has
been met, then the statement is rated as impersonal.

d.

In rating
the first
met, then
should be

e.

To sum up, the first three criteria are usually the
grounds upon which your ratings are made, and if they
are not met, then the statement is usually impersonal.
The only exception to this rule is a statement that is
judged so psychologically meaningful that the failure to
meet one or more of the first three criteria is dis
regarded in rating it personal.

Examples of Personal Self-Disclosure:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

rr ctq

f.

x.

B.

a statement, consider it in terms of each of
three criteria.
If one of these three is not
the statement is almost always impersonal and
rated that way.

”l ’m a status seeker like a lot of people.”
"1 might try homosexuality."
"I just broke down and started yelling and screaming.”
"I felt unhappy about what she said.”
"I can't get along with my roommate,
i must be really
annoying to him.”
"I think I ’m less liked than most people” (or revelation
of any other personal deficiency).
"I hate to bother girls."
"My girlfriend knows that I ’m cheating."
"Yes" (in answer to a personal question such as "Do you
have sexual relations frequently?")

Immediate Feelings (IF):

Discussion of feelings and attitudes

related to current group interaction which are relatively private,
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not ordinarily volunteered by most people, and which may make
the individual vulnerable to negative evaluations from others.
The difference between this and Personal Self-Disclosure Is that
the person is here talking about his feelings right now, in this
present group he finds himself in, rather than the. feelings he
has about his interpersonal relations outside this group
situation.
1.

Examples of Immediate Feelings (IF)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

C.

"I feel alienated here."
"Now I'm embarrassed.1'
"It’s hard for me to talk about this in front of this
group."
"I'm feeling uncomfortable talking to you now."
"I'm having a hard time understanding what you're tell
ing me."
"I wish I could get out of here."
"I feel like I'm being a psychologist trying to understand your problem."

Feedback:

Statements in response to Personal Self-Disclosure

(PSD) and/or Immediate Feelings (IF)
1.

Positive Feedback (PF): The conveying of an individual's
positively valenced impressions of, or reactions to, the
comments, appearance, or actions of another group member,
This category includes (1) compliments, (2) flattery, (3)
reflections of the person's feelings, (4) restatements of
what a person has said, (5) interpretive statements, and (6)
statements of understanding. Examples of Positive Feedback:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

"I like the way you said that." (compliment and flattery)
"In other words, you feel that he is hurting you."
(reflection)
"It sounds like she is just playing games with you.”
(interpretive)
"It must be tough to have that happen." (statement of
understanding)
"So it seems like the Friday date is the major problem."
(summary statement)
Completions are interpretive statements and are rated
Positive Feedback.
"She said . .
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"...

that she doesn't care about your problems.'5 (PF)
but

g.

2.

" . . . that she doesn't care about your problems?"
(Personal Question PQ)
Questions cannot be rated as Positive Feedback (PF),
while statements can.
"So you feel bad about that?" (PQ, even though this is
an interpretive statement) ojr "It sounds like you feel
unhappy about that." (PF)

Negative Feedback (NF): Negative evaluation of the person
ality, intelligence, actions, etc,, of another group member.
This category includes hostility, ridicule, criticism, and
implications that the individual is not telling the truth.
Examples of Negative Feedback (NF):
a.
b.
c.
d.

3.

"You were a fool."
"Big deal."
"Your argument isn't really very rational."
"You really shouldn't have talked about that since any
one knows he would react that way if you did."

Neutral Feedback (NF) : Comments about a group member that,
cannot be evaluated as either positive or negative; this
includes direct advice given from one member to another.
Examples of Neutral Feedback:
a.
b.

D.

"That's one way of meeting new people."
"You ought to go up and tell her."

Response to feedback
1.

A ccepts Feedback (AF): Acceptance by a group member of the
positive, negative, or neutral feedback he receives from
other group members.
Examples of Accepts Feedback:
a.
b.
c.
d.

2.

"Yeah, I guess you're right."
"Yes, you're right." ("Yes" is AF when it follows an
interpretive statement)
"Yeah, that's really what I feel."
"You're right, I do that sometimes."

Rejects Feedback (RF): Refusal to accept the feedback about
oneself provided by other group members.
Included here are
statements that might be labeled as "defensive" or at least

those that challenge the accuracy of the other person's per
ception of you, your feelings, and your behavior.
Examples of Rejects Feedback:
a.
b.
c.
d.

"No,
"But
"No,
"No,

you see, it's really like this . .
I didn't say that."
I don't think that's true about me.'
it's not that I hate her, it's . . ."

Impersonal Discussion
A.

Impersonal Self-Disclosure ISP):

Nonpersonal biographical

information about oneself which is either generally accessible
or readily volunteered in appropriate contexts by most people.
To be rated in this category, statements must be both impersonal
(as defined above) as well as contain the word I in them or be
focused on the person who speaks them.

Falling into this cate

gory are abstract statements of belief, which do not have a
feeling word in them.
1.

Examples of Impersonal Self-Disclosure
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.
2.

"Yes" is Impersonal Self-Disclosure following an Impersonal
Question.
a.
b.

3.

"I came from Chicago, I live in a dormitory, I'm in Phi
Epsilon Pi, my parents came from Connecticut, my dog has
fleas and scurvy, etc."
"I think tomatoes should be planted in a special posi
tion in order to grow right."
"I find it hard to believe that summer is coming."
"I don’t think w e ’ll be done on the project until, next
week."
"I think I’d like to travel."

"Are you going to the game?" (IQ)
"Yes." (ISD)

"No." in response to a Personal Question about a problem or
personal deficiency is rated as impersonal. Although it may
yield some information about a person, it usually adds littl
personal information that can help you understand him better
On occasion it may function to deny feelings or avoid answer
ing an embarrassing question, while at other times it may

merely be a factually true statement.
should be rated, as impersonal.
d.
o.

In either case, it

"Are you still afraid to tell her?" (PQ)
"No." (ISD)

Impersonal Disclosure (ID):

Nonpersonal information which is

stated in terms of other people rather than oneself.

The infor

mation offered either concerns biographical information, or
information related to other persons rather than the person who
is speaking.

Even if the material revealed discloses personal

feelings of other people it is still rated as Impersonal Disclo
sure, since it is not a disclosure of the personal feelings of
the speaker.

Included here are attempts co discuss one's own

problems in terms of other people’s difficulties, without relat
ing them to one’s own personal feelings.
1.

Examples of Impersonal Disclosure:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

g.
2.

"Fraternities are like that."
"Men don’t like to be bothered."
"Most women like . . . ”
"Everybody likes to be bullheaded at times."
"They probably aren’t able to help themselves with
their problems.”
"It takes people a long time to adjust to something like
that."
(Rather than saying, "It must have taken you a
long time to .ccept that," which would be rated Positive
Feedback.)
"They came down from Rantoul, yesterday."

When blame is shifted to other people in answering a Personal
Question, the statement is rated as impersonal.
a.
b.

"Why do you let her do that to you?" (PQ)
"She always tries to get me angry." (ID)

Statements in response to Impersonal Self-Disclosure and/or
Impersonal Disclosure

1.

Agreement (A): Any verbal indication of agreement with the
impersonal comments of another person. This category con
cerns agreement with abstract ideas, thoughts, and opinions;
it does not include agreement with the accuracy of inter
pretation of one's feelings (Accepts Feedback).
Examples of Agreement:
a.
b.
c.
d.

2.

"Yeah, that's right, it is going to rain."
"Yes, I think that's true." (If the statement refers to
an impersonal comment just preceding it.)
"Sure."
"Yes" is Agreement (A) after a factual statement.
"Birds have feathers."
(ID)
"Yes, they do." (A)

Disagreement (D): Any verbal indication of disagreement with
the impersonal comments of another person. This category
concerns disagreement with abstract ideas, thoughts, and
opinions; it does not include disagreement with the accuracy
of interpretation of one's feelings (Rejects Feedbacx).
Examples of Disagreement:
a.
b.
c.
d.

"No, that's not true." (When the statement refers to an
impersonal comment just preceding.)
"But I didn't say that."
"But then you're just . .
"Oh yes, they do."
(After the other person makes a state'
ment of "fact".)
REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

A,

Personal Questions (PQ).

Questions relating to an individual's

opinions, feelings, or actions which are usually considered to be
private information.
1.

Examples of Personal Questions:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

2.

"Have you always been heavy?"
"I wondered how you felt when you were so silent."
"Are you cheating on your girlfriend?"
"Tell me more about your problem."
"Why aren't you talking to him?"
"Have things gone badly with her in your relationship?"
"How long has this been a problem?"

A Personal Question (PQ) usually pulls for a Personal
Disclosure or Impersonal Self-Disclosure.

'elf-
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a.
b.

B.

“Are you dating her while you're angrv at the other
girl?" (PQ)
"Yes, I am." (PSD) or "I t1 ink it doesn't make any
difference." (LSD)

Impersonal Questions (IQ):

Questions regarding public, easily

accessible, readily volunteered information about a group member.
a.
b.
c.
d.
2.

An Impersonal Question(IQ) usually pulls for an Impersonal
Self-Disclosure or Impersonal Disclosure.
a.
b.

C.

"How many units are you taking?"
"Are you a sophomore?"
"What dorm do you live in?"
"Does she know what she is doing for a Master's thesis?"

"Where do you live?" (IQ)
"At home" (ID) £r "I just moved to Tuba City, Arizona."
(ISD) or "The house is on Lipschitz Avenue." (ID)

Requests Feedback (RQF):

A direct request that the group or par

ticular members provide the speaker with an evaluation of him
self, or his actions or feelings.

A question asked out loud of

oneself, i.e., a rhetorical question.
Examples of Requests Feedback:
a.
b.
c.
d.

"What would you do in my position?"
"What do you think she means?"
"Can I really expect her to do that for me?"
"What do you think . . ."
DESCRIPTIVE ASPECTS OF COMMUNICATIVE SPEECH

A.

Group Process (GP):

Nonpersonal discussion relevant to the

experiment such as comments regarding the experimental manipula
tions, the behavior of the experimenter, the test materials,
task required of them, and requests for clarification of the
instructions.
1.

Examples of Group Process*

the
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
B.

"Are they watching us?"
"I guess they just want us to act normal.”
"Let’s all talk at the same time— that ought to goof
them up."
"it's your turn."
"Is the interaction over?"
"Are we supposed to read our statements aloud?"

Unscoiable Utterances (UU):

A scoring category for those remarks

which are either inaudible, unintelligible, or too difficult to
categorize immediately.
C.

Laughter (L);

Any amount of audible giggling or laughter by one

or more group members.
D.

Silence (S):

This category is scored only if the duration of the

silent period exceeds three seconds.
E.

Interruption (I):

Scored whenever one group member stops another

from talking or when two or more individuals are speaking
together.

PROCEDURE FOR TRAINING RATERS

Raters are first given an explanation of the "GAIT” situation,
after which they are given the handout, PROCEDURE FOR RATING CATEGORIES
OF VERBAL BEHAVIOR.

The first step in the actual training is for

raters to become familiar with the 19 categories, their definitions and
criteria, and the examples.
If the GAIT is going to be rated from a protocol then a protocol
of a practice GAIT should be used in training.
divides the protocol into units.

The rating supervisor

If the GAIT is going to be rated from

original tape recordings, tape recordings should also be used in train
ing.

The rating supervisor then stops the tape after each unit.

permissible when using tape recordings

'

It is

uii.cs over

the request of a rater.
In training with a sample GAIT (either protocols or tape record
ings) the raters and the supervisor should discuss each unit and why it
is rated as PSD, ID, etc.

It is essential that raters are responding to

the same information on each unit.

Once raters reach interrater agree

ment of .90 or better they should do a sample GAIT without discussion.
If their agreement is still at .90 or better they are ready to begin the
actual GAIT data.
Raters rate independently and do not discuss their rating
decisions.
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Sample Protocol
D - Discloser
D:

U - Understander

/

/ indicates a ur\.

I
/ V m really anxious right now about talking about this in front of
strangers./

O.K., I can't get anywhere with girls, you know./

still a* virgin/ and that's really bugging me./

I'm

I'i§ 20,/ 'cause you

know, it's normal, you know, By 20 not to be a virgin./
U:

/Is it my turn?/

How do you mean you ci?n't get anywhere— you mean

just sexually?/
D:

/Just sexually./

Do you kASw what I mean?/

U:
D:

/ YeM. / You ever had “a real girlfriend?/
. 13
14
/Yeah,/ I had a real girlfriend./

U:

/Mmm£?mm./

D:

/That sounds stupid./

U:

/You're too A^tight around girls./

D:

/That's probA$ly true./

If you had a girlfriend once, you can have one again./

/ 99 seconds^8f silence)/

21

/Well, most guys don't . . ./
U:

22

23

D:

/(interrupts)/ You just gotta relax, you know./
24
. 26 ,
/(laugh)/ Mayb e I 'if try that./ You know the who.

U:

uptight./
2/ . ,
.
/You' re right./ Everybody needs some hefp ret a:x in!
Know.

/
Did you happen to, s28 that fi'

D:

/I don't thinlc so./

U:

campus last week?/
32
31
/No, I didn/t./ But I knew this

1.
7~•
c
3.
4.
5.

IF
PSD
PSD
PSD
ISD

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

ID
GP
PQ
PSD
RQF

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

PF
PQ
PSD
psr
PF

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

OF
RF
NF
AF
S

/

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

UU
J
Of
L

AF

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

T.D
A
T.D
D
IQ

31.
32.

ISD
UU

APPENDIX C

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY

Relationship Inventory

Form CM

(Please do not write, your name on this form.
It will be coded anony
mously and your answers used for research purposes only.)
Below are listed a variety of ways that one person could beel or
behave in relation to another person. Please consider each statement with
respect to whether you think it is true or not true in your present rela
tionship with your probation officer. Mark each statement in the left
margin according to how strongly you feel it is true or not true. Please
mark every one. Write in +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, to stand for the
following answers:
+1:
+2;
+3:

I feel chat it is probably true,
or more true than untrue.
I feel it is true.
I strongly feel that it is true.

-1:

-2:
-3:

I feel that it is probably
untrue, or more untrue than
true.
I feel it is not true.
I strongly feel that it is
not true.

1.

He respects me.

2.

He tries to see things through my eyes.

3.

He pretends that he likes me or understands me more than he really
does.

4.

His interest in me depends partly on what I am talking to him about.

5.

He is willing to tell me his own thoughts and feeling
sure that I really want to know them,

6

He

7.

He understands my words but not the way I feel.

8.

What he says to me never conflicts with what he thinks or feels.

9.

He always responds to me with warmth and interest —
coldness and disinterest.

'"

is

■
- s of me.

or always with

10. He tells me his opinions or feelings more than I really want to
know them.
11. He is curious about "the way I tick", but not really interested in
me as a person.
12. He is interested in knowing what my experiences mean to m e .
13. He is disturbed whenever I talk about or ask about certain things.
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14.

His feeling toward me does not depend on how I am feeling toward
him.

15.

He prefers to talk only about me and not at all about him.

16.

He likes seeing me.

17.

He nearly always knows exactly what I mean.

18.

I feel that he has unspoken feelings or concerns that are getting
in the way of our relationship.

19.

His attitude toward me depends partly on how I am feeling about
myself.

20.

He will freely tell me his own thoughts and feelings, when 1 want
to know them.

21.

He is indifferent to me

22.

At times he ''■* ■ to the conclusion that I feel more strongly or
more cone
a about something than I actually do.
He behaves just the way that he Jas, in our relationship.

24.

Sometimes he responds to me in a more positive and friendly way
than he does at other times.

25.

He says more about himself than I am really interested to hear.

26.

He appreciates me.

27.

Sometimes he thinks that I feel a certain way, because he feels
that way.

28.

I do not think that he hides anything from himself that he feels
with me.

29.

He likes me in some ways, dislikes me in others.

30.

He adopts a professional role that makes it hard far me to know
what he is like as a person.

31.

He is friendly and warm toward me.

32.

He understands me.

34.

If I feel negatively toward him he responds negatively to me.

35.

He tells me what he thinks about me, whether 1 want to know i t o r
not.

p ■>
36.

He cares about ie.

37.

His own attitudes toward some of the things I say, or do, stop
him from really understanding me.

38.

He does not avoid anything that is important for our relationship.

39.

Whether I am expressing "good" feelings or "bad" ones seems to
make no difference to how positively*— or negatively— he feels
toward me.

40.

Ke is uncomfortable when I ask him something about himself.

41.

He feels that I am dull and uninteresting.

42.

He understands what I say, from a detached, objective point of
view.

43.

I feel that I can trust him to be honest with me.

44.

Sometimes he is warmly responsive to me, at other times cold or
disapproving.

45.

He expresses ideas or feelings of his own that I am not really
interested in.

46.

He is interested in me.

47.

He appreciates what my experiences feel like to me.

48.

He is secure and comfortable in our relationship.

49.

Depending on his mood, he sometimes responds to me withquite
lot more warmth and interest than he
at other times.

50.

He wants to say as little as possible about his own thoughts and
feelings.

51.

He just tolerates me.

52.

He is playing a role with me.

54.

He is equally appreciative— or equally unappreciative— of me,
whatever I am telling him about myself.

55.

His own feelings and thoughts are always available to me, but
never imposed on me.

56.

He does not really care what happens to me.

57.

He does not realize how strongly i feel about some of the things
we discuss.

a
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58.

There are times when I feel that his outward response is quite
different from his inner reaction to me.

59.

His general feeling toward me varies considerably.

60.

He is willing for me to use our time to get to know him better,
if or when I want to.

61.

He seems to really value me.

62.

He responds to me mechanically.

63.

I don’t think that he is being honest with himself about the way
he feels toward me.

64.

Whether I like or dislike myself makes no difference to the way
he feels about me.

65.

He is more interested in expressing and communicating himself
than in knowing and understanding me.

66.

He dislikes me,

68,

I feel that he is being genuine with me.

69.

Sometimes he responds quite positively to me, at other times he
seems indifferent.

70.

He is unwilling to tell me how he feels about me.

71,

He is impatient with me.

73.

Sometimes he is not at all comfortable but we go on, outwardly
ignoring it.

74.

He likes me better when I behave in some ways than he does when
I behave in other ways.

75.

He is willing to tell me his actual response to anything I say or
do.

76.

He feels deep affection for me.

77.

He usually understands all of what I say to him.

78.

He does not try to mislead me about his own thoughts or feelings.

79.

Whether I feel fine or feel awful makes no difference to how
warmly and appreciatively— or how coldly and unappreciatively-—
he feels toward me.

BO.

He tends to evade any attempt that I make to get to know him
better.

81.

He regards me as a disagreeable person.

83.

What he says gives a false impression oi his total reaction to
me.

84.

I can be very critical of him or very appreciative of him with
out it changing his feeling toward me.

86.

At times he feals contempt for me.

.87.

When I do not say what I mean at all clearly he still understands
me.

.88.

He tried to avoid telling me anything that might upset ae.

89.

His general feeling toward me (of liking, respect, dislike,
trust, criticism, anger; etc.) reflects the way tha. I am feeling
toward him.

91.

He tries to understand me from his oxra ’
point of view.

92.

He can be deeply and fully aware of my most painful feelings
without being distressed cr burdened by them himse.lf.

APPENDIX D

ROLE IANKINGS

Listed below are several statements that might fit the
way you see your probation officer.

Please rank the statements

from 1 to 9, with 1 being the most like your probation officer
and 9 the least like your probation officer.

He /She :
__

is a friend.
listens to my problems.
tells me what to do.
enforces the law.
helps me solve my problems.
tells me what the court wants me to do.
gives me advice.
talks to my family and school for me.
keeps me out of trouble.

APPENDIX E

TAPE RECORDED INSTRUCTIONS (GAIT)
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GROUP ASSESSMENT OF INTERPERSONAL TRAITS PROCEDURE

For the first step in this exercise, you will need the sheet
marked Statements and GAIT Notes Form from your GAIT packet.
sheet and the pencil from your packet now.

Take this

(Pause about 15 seconds.)

When directed write two direct, clear statements about your relationships
with other people on the designated lines on the sheet.

The statements

should be about the way you feel or behave in relations with people or
one other person.
this time*

They should be about something that concerns you at

Here are some examples from other people:

(in other voices)

"I think I use people.”
"I can't seem to talk with my parents.
make small talk."

We only seem able to

"I want to be honest and open, but it seems I'm always playing
roles."
"It disturbs me that I always seem to downgrade my wife, and
always try to seem superior to her.”
” 1 would like to be more spontaneous with people, but I always
seem to hold back.”
Each statement should be specific, frank, and bold.
sentence statement describing yourself.

It should be a one-

Do not ask a question.

of your statements easier to read in front of strangers.

Make one

But please try

to avoid statements that are comfortably abstract or non-personal.
example:

For

(In otner voices.)
"Well my problem is .

. . I don't have any problems.”

"The problem with a city like this is there is just too much
alienation."
"Could this group tell me why people just can’t love each other
more?"
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"My best friend has problems getting along with people and . .
"The political situation in this country is getting pretty
depressing."
Statements that are so vague or about such distant or general issues tend
to keep us from contacting our specific concerns about actual relations
with individuals.
In summary, then, try to make a statement about an interpersonal
aspect of your life that you normally would not discuss in front of
strangers.

And if that feels too uncomfortable, make a similar personal

statement which would be '‘easier" to read to the group.

Chances are that

neither of your written statements will be easy to read in front of
strangers, but please do not read the easier one unless you are feeling
uncomfortable.

Take about five minutes to write your two statements.

Please avoid talking to each other, because it may distract those who are
still writing.
three minutes.)

I will come back on to describe the next steps.
There are two minutes left.

others by talking.

(Pause two minutes.)

(Pause

Please do not disturb the

Please stop.

Because there are several steps to this exercise and because it
is important that the steps be followed carefully, I will give the
instructions both by voice and on the forms labelled GAIT Steps which
you can now take from your packets.

(Pause about. 10 seconds.)

Essen

tially this exercise asks you to engage in a common communication, task-—
understanding another person's feelings and then demonstrating your
understanding to that person.

The exercise consists of a series of one-

to=one interactions in which one person tries to understand another.
Everyone will eventually take both roles— Discloser and Understander.

90
The procedure will be as follows:

Persons A and D should take

the two seats on either side of the tape recorder.

Make this change now-

trading seats with those persons now occupying the two seats next to the
recorder.

(Pause about 10 seconds.)

When I have completed these instrue

tions, person A will begin the exercise by reading one of the two state
ments written on his or her sheet.

Person D should then take the timer

from beside the recorder and set it to five minutes.

Person A, the Dis-

closer, and Person D, the Understander, should engage in conversation
about person A's statement for five minutes.

Person A should expand on

his or her statement and person D should do his or her best to understand
and to communicate that understanding.

No ether member of the group

should comment either during the dialogue or after it.

Most group mem

bers will find themselves involved in the discussions and will want to
contribute their ideas.

But it is very important that only the Dis-

closer and the Understander speak to each other.

Naturally, you will

each be free after the session to share any thoughts with any of the
other group members.

Remember, do not speak unless you are the Under

stander or Discloser.
After five minutes the conversation will end and the understand
ing person, D, should take 30 seconds to restate person A's initial
statement in light of the conversation.

For example, if a stranger

walked into the room after five minutes and asked you what had just hap
pened, what would you tell him in 30 seconds?

Include not

just the con

tent of the conversation, that is, what was talked about, but alto
include how you and person A talked and felt about the content.

When

person D finishes the summary he or she should let the Discloser know
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that the summary is finished.

Then person A should simply reread the

original statement so the group can see how far the exploration went.
And that ends the interchange between the first two people.
it is difficult to bring an exchange to a close.
you stop promptly.
Steps.

Sometimes

But please make sure

The exercise continues as indicated on the sheet GA.LT

Persons A and D trade seats with persons B and E.

Now the sane

sequence begins again except that this time person B takes the Discloser
role and begins by reading one of his or her statements.

Person E sets

the timer to five minutes and takes the role of Understander.

At the end

of five minutes person E makes the summary and person B rereads the ori
ginal statement.
take their places.

Then persons B and E step down and persons C and F
And this procedure continues until everyone has

played the role of Understander and the role of Discloser.
The important thing to remember while doing this exercise is
that you are having a dialogue such as you have probably had many times
before.

Do not worry about the time.

It is much too brief to "finish"

the discussion of the topic and you are not expected to produce any re
sults.

Neither the Understander nor the Discloser is in the spotlight.

Both have equal shares in their dialogue.
The Discloser is not only to read his or her statement, but is
also to actively explore it— trying to make, himself or herself known tc
the Understander.

The Understander is to try to comprehend not just the

words of the Discloser but also the feelings being expressed by those
words.

If the Discloser is expressing a problem the Understander is not

required to fix the problem but only to understand it as well as he or
she can and show his understanding to the Discloser.
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This may seem like a difficult task, trying to communicate in
front of strangers.

Hopefully, you will be able to relax and tail wit

each other much as you would talk with a friend.

So try to r.ia'-e your

selves comfortable.
Finally, as you listen to the dialogues, you ma' wish to make
notations on your sheet marked Statements and GAIT Notes Form.

These

notes will help you i.n filling out the final fc•"ms at the end of this
exercise.

Please begin.

APPENDIX F

WRITTEN GAIT INSTRUCTIONS
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GAIT STEPS

1.

Person reads his or her statement— takes the role of "Discleser".

2.

Person sets the timer for 5 minutes and responds to — takes the
role of "Understander” . Persons
and
discuss
's statement
for 5 minutes without interruption from the other members of the
group.

3.

After 5 minutes,
restates
's original statement and summarizes
in 30 seconds— what was discussed and how it was discussed.

4.

rereads the original statement.

THIS COMPLETES THE FIRST INTERACTION

3.

Persons and
step down.
Persons
either side of the recorder.

and

take the two seats on

6.

becomes the ‘'Discloser" and reads his or her statement.

7.

sets the timer to five minutes and becomes the "Understander".

8.

This process continues until everyone has been both Understander
and Discloser.

INTERACTION
1

DISCLOSER

UNDERSTANDER

2
3
4
5
6
7
9.

Person
should stop the recorder and turn over the tape so as not
to run out of recording surface before the last persons complete
their discussion

APPENDIX G

GAIT STATEMENT FORM
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Put vour letter here

STATEMENTS AND GAIT NOTES FORM

Write your two statements here:
Statement I (More difficult to share)

Statement II (Less difficult to share)

MAKE YOUR OBSERVATIONS OF EACH UNDERSTANDER AND DISCLOSER HERE:
DISCLOSER ROLE

UNDERSTANDER ROLE

APPENDIX H

GAIT PEER RATING INSTRUCTIONS
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GROUP ASSESSMENT OF INTERPERSONAL TRAITS
Instructions
On the next page you will find three sections, each devoted to a
different trait or attitude:
Acceptance-Warmth.
four levels:

'Empathic Understanding, Openness and

We have divided each of these three sections into

Little, Slightly, Quite, and Extremely.

For two traits,

Empathic Understanding and Acceptance-Warmtn, you will he asked to rate
each person in the Understander role.

For the other trait, Openness,

you will be asked to rate each person in the Discloser role.
Your ratings could be weakened if you do not read all the
descriptions of each level.

For example, glance at the Empathic Under

standing section and note how the phrases in each of the four divisions
describe different levels of Understanding.

The other sections are made

in the same way.
Remember, you are asked to describe people as they were today,
in this unusual situation.
side of this situation.
appearance.

Try to avoid guessing how they might be out

Try not to be biased by things like dress and

Try to stick to the behavior you saw here in this session.

Take as an example person S in the Understander role.
rating S for Empathic Understanding.
sometimes interrupting the Discloser.
the Discloser's feelings.

You are

You recall chat S talked a lot,
Only occasionally did S touch on

Instead of getting in contact with the Dis

closer’s point of view, S often put out his or her own point of view or
problem or concern.

In this instance you would circle S's letter in the

SLIGHTLY EMPATHIC division of the Empathic Understanding section.
shown or the following page.

As
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SLIGHTLY EMPATHIC
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In summary, you are asked Co rate each person including yourself
on .-hree traits:

(1) tuning into another person's feelings (Empathic

Understanding), (2) showing one's own feelings (Openness), and (3) let
ting another person be and valuing that other person's expressed feel
ings as having their own worth (Acceptance-Warmth).

APPENDIX I

MANUAL— THERAPIST TALENT RATINGS
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GUIDE FOR RATING THERAPIST TALENT VARIABLES
Openness
Openness or self-disclosure refers to a person's willingness to
reveal information about himself that would ordinarily not be known.
Self-disclosure implies the sharing of a personal secret; one which has
emotional importance for the discloser.
We're concerned with two aspects of self-discloser:

(1) the

topic disclosed and (2) the experience of the discloser:
1.

Did the discloser talk about relatively public things; e.g.,
his hobbies or political attitudes?

Or was his topic more, semi

public concerning his religion, school or work?

Perhaps he

spoke about fairly private things such as his relationships to
other people, and his personal attitudes or values?

Possibly

his disclosure topic was quite intiraate concerning his emotions
and feelings, his family, or his dating and sexual behavior.
2.

In listening to the discloser, try to categorize how he or she
seemed to feel going through the disclosure task.

Was he leav

ing himself vulnerable by taking a risk; or was he fairly
guarded and unwilling to go too deeply; was he open?

That is,

consider the discloser's performance after reading his or her
original statement.

Did he or she seem open or secretive?

As you listen to the discloser try to locate him or her in one
of the following categories:
Non-Personal.

(= rating of 1)

The discloser seemed to defi-

nitelv censor his thoughts before speaking and did not take any risks
either with the initial statement or in the following exploration.

lie
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seemed emotionally closed and held hank his feelings.

He or she side

stepped the task of disclosing, and made few or no self-references,
Slightly Personal.

(= rating of 2)

The discloser seemed to

censor his thoughts and feelings l_esj3, and took some slight risks.
came across as somewhat open and showed his feelings a little.
an effort to disclose and used some self-references.

He

He made

The topic dis

closed initially was semi-public.
Quite Personal.

(= rating of 3)

The discloser seemed more will

ing to express his thoughts and emotions pretty such, as they arose and
was occasionally spontaneous.
across as fairly open.

He took some definite risks and came

His feelings were obviously shown and he was

successful at disclosing.

He made many self-references.

The topic was

a private one.
Extremely Personal.

(= rating of 4)

pletely spontaneous in his expression.

The discloser was com

He took considerable, risks, was

extremely open and expressed deep feelings.

In doing the task he dis

closed genuinely and referred almost exclusively to himself, as opposed
to diverting the discussion to less intimate topics.

Empathic Understanding

We are defining Empathy as the ability of one person, the under
stander, to sense the private world of another person, the discloser.
The more empathically understanding a person is, the more he or she is
able to see through the other person's eyes, to assume the other's role,
and to feel as if he were the other person.
We would like you to focus on three parts of empathic understand
ing.

First, the empathic understander gives his interested at tent ion to
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the other person— neither interrupting nor ignoring the other’s expres
sion.

The understander who really "tunes in" to the discloser’s wave

length will stay with the discloser's concern rather than going off on
his own tangent.

People who really are focusing on another person dis

play their attention in different ways, one of which is paying attention
and giving room for the other to express himself.
Secondly, the empathic understander r'esponds accurately to the
emotional feeling being conveyed by the discloser.

By "accurate” we

mean that the understander seems sensitive to the discloser's meaning
and is able to follow the discloser's shifting emotional content without
getting lost or missing the discloser's point.

Thus the. empathic under

stander not only is aware of the discloser's content but is also attuned
to the discloser's underlying feelings.
Thirdly, the empathic understander communicates back to the dis
closer his understanding of the discloser's moment-to-moment feelings.
The empathic understander fits his voice and his language to the depth
of feeling or seriousness of the discloser.

It is in this communication

that the understander is able to show the discloser that "I am with you."
In summary, then, the empathic understander (1) gives his inter
ested attention,

(2) accurately understands the emotional content,

(3)

communicates back his understanding.
As you listen to the understander try to locate him or her in
one of the following categories:
Very Little Empa thy.

(= rating of 1)

Lack of attention is

shown by frequently interrupting the discloser or by going off on a_ t.angent.

Attempts at understanding deal only with the content and not with

the feeling of the discloser.

Little or no effort is made to communi

cate to the discloser that the uncerstander is "with hir:'1.
Slightly Empathic.

(= rating of 2)

The understander does not

interrupt the discloser frequently, but the understander’s attention
seems to wander slightly or he goes off on a tangent occasionally.

The

understander i; able to respond occasionally to the discloser's feelings,
but may sometimes misunderstand the discloser.

The understander tries

to communicate his empathy to the discloser, but sometimes his remarks
do not fit the discloser's mood.
Quite Empathic.

(~ rating of 3)

The understander really gives

his attention to the discloser, rarely interrupting or diverting him.
More often than not, the understander responds to the discloser*s feel
ings rather than just to his content.

The understander shows that he is

trying to fit his remarks closely to the seriousness and type of mood
being expressed by the discloser.
Extremely Empathic.

(== rating of 4)

The understander focuses

his full attention on the discloser and appears genuinely interested in
what the discloser had to say.

The understander not only responds to

the discloser's feelings, but he also seems to accurately and sensi
tively understand those feelings.

The understander shows the discloser

that he is "with him" by communicating back his understanding in lan
guage and voice that just fits the discloser's expression.

Acceptance-Warmth

We are defining Acceptance-Warmth (or A-W) as an "attitude" con
veyed by the understander to the discloser.

In this attitude the under

stander communicates his deep and genuine non-possessive caring for the
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discloser as a person of worth and individual rights, and "prizes" the
discloser in a total way (i.e., accepts and is concerned about all of
the discloser's feelings, experiences and behaviors) rather than in a
conditional way (i.e., accepts and/or rejects certain feelings, behav
iors and experience).

The accepting understander, by conveying his

warm concern for and prizing of the discloser, sets up a safe and a
non-opposing atmosphere, void of any expectations or needs of the under
stander; an atmosphere in which the discloser can reveal his most per
sonal self and experiences, without fearing any evaluation, argument or
judgment coming from the understander.

It is an atmosphere in which the

understander values the discloser for what he ius, and communicates the
freedom to talk about any topic.

The understander has genuinely and

caringly suspended ail personal points of view to allow the discloser.
to freely explore his feelings.
As you listen to the understander, try to locate him or her in
one of the following categories:
Little Acceptance-Warmth.

(= rating of 1)

The understander-

showed no genuine caring for the discloser, rather stressed completely
his own needs and expectations of the other person, and how the dis
closer could meet them ("strings attached attitude").

He conveyed no

prizing of the person as an individual with his own rights and worth.
He showed a complete lack of concern or caring about, the o ther persor.'s
expressed feelings.

Finally, his attitude set up a frightening, ojpnos-

ing atmosphere in which the discloser felt he would be judged or
evaluated.
Slightly Accepting-Warm.

(= rating of 2)

There was some car i_ng

shown to the discloser, but "strings attached" attitude still conveyed:
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"You act the way that I want you to and then maybe I ’ll like you."

He

shows some prizing of the person, but only selectively (i.e., likes some
things about him, very critical about other things).

He did show some

concern, however, for the person's expressed feelings.

His attitude

conveyed a somewhat frightening atmosphere with hints of evaluation or
argument.
Quite Accepting-Warm.

(= rating of 3)

He conveyed genuine car

ing for the discloser with very little implication of strings attached.
He seemed to prize the person as an individual, but still maintained
some selectivity or hint of selectivity about what he accepts or rejects
in the person.

He conveyed a warm concern and caring for the other per

son's expressed feelings.

His attitude set up a relatively safe non-

opposing atmosphere for the discloser to explore his feelings in.
Extremely Accepting-Warm.

(= rating of 4)

The understander

conveyed a genuine non-possessive caring for the discloser as a person.
He seemed to unconditionally prize him and value his worth as a person
with his own individual rights.

He also showed a complete and genuine

warm, concern for each and all of the person's expressed feelings.

His

attitude set up a safe non-evaluative atmosphere in which the listener
suspended his personal points of view to allow the discloser to freely
explore his feelings.
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